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ANSWER 


T © 
Papiſts Proteſting 
AGAINST 


Pzoteſtant Popery. 


INCE the Proteſtor thinks my Anſwer to his Re- 
fletions ſo great a Complement, I am reſolved to 
oblige him a little farther, and to complemene him 
very heartily, and I ſee no reaſon,_but plemen- 
ting may be as good a word for Diſputing, as Re- 

preſenting is. 

The Reply conſiſted of two parts, r. Concerning the Mil: 
repreſentation of a Hy we 2. Concerning the Rule of true 
Repreſenting, and I ſhall conſider, what the Proteſting Pa- 
piſt ſays to each of them. 

As for the Firſt, a Miſrepreſenter is fo foul a Character, 
that no man can wonder, if. we «think our ſelves con- 
cern'd to wipe off ſuch an imputation: and therefore I ex- 
preſly denied the charge, and made it appear from compa- 
ring his own Charadters of a Papiſt Miſ-repreſented, and Re- 
preſented together , that we had not iy. fallly in 
any matter of Fact, and therefore. axe no Miſrepreſencers : 
for if we charge chem. with believing and, doing nothing, but 
7 what 


(2) 
what they themſelves confeſs to be their Faith and Practice, 
wherein is the Miſrepreſentation ? Thus I particularly ſhow- 
ed, that all matters of Fact (excepting ſome points, where- 
in they diſown the Doctrine of their own Church) in the 
Character of the Papiſt Miſ-reprelented, are confeſſed and 
defended in the CharaQter of the Papiſt Repreſented ; and 
the Proteſter himſelf acknowledges, that I have learnedly ( as 
he is pleaſed to ſpeak) diſt iwguiſhed between matters of Diſpute, 
and of Repreſentation ; and if fo, then he ought to own, (that 
we do not Mil-repreſent them: and this is all I undertook to 
prove in the firſt part of my Reply, and for that reaſon gave 
it the Title of, A Papiſt. not Miſ-repreſented by Proteftants, wholly 
with relation:to his Character of a'Papiſt Mifrepreſented, 
which 1 had proved to contain nothing in it, which in a 
ſtri& and proper ſenſe can be called a Mil-reprelentation. We 
truly relate what the Faith and PraQtice of the Church of 
Rom js, and thisis true Reprelenting ; and.chough we lay their 
Faichjis Þroppeops, i,and. their) Practices corrupt or ſuperſtiti- 
ous, Contrary tO the Thws of God, and' the ulfges of the 
Primitive Church ; yet whether this be true or falle, it is no 
matter of Repreſentation but Diſpute; though we believe 
chus of their Faith and Practice, we do not charge them with 
believing ſo, and therefore do not Mil-reprelent a Papiſt. 
Whether they or we be in the right, is matter of Diſpute, 
and nor to be determined by Charatter-making, but by an 
appeal to the Laws of God, and the difates of right Rea- 
ſon, and the Authentick Records of the ancient Church. 
While we agree about matter of Fac, there can be no Mil- 
repreſenting on either ſide, for there 1s a great deal of dif- 
ference between a Miſ-repreſentation, and a falſe Judgment of 
things ; and thus I hoped, the talk of Mil-repreſenting would 
have been at an end. | 

But our Author , though he confeſſes I am in the right, 
will have us to be Miſ-repreſenters ſtill; He ſays, I declare 
plainly, that Popery u really that Antichriſt ian Religion, which Pro- 
teſt ants ſay it is, that it teaches and prattiles all thoſe fopperies, ſu- 
perſtitions and nonſenſe,” which have at any time been charged ag ain 
i by Proteſtants. But I never ſaid any ſuch thingyer, but only 


id and proved, that all matters of Fat com wh 
e 


qd > 


the Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, are owned by 
himſelf in the Character of a Papiſt Repreſenced ; and this, I 
thought, was proof enough, that we were no Mil-repreſenters. 
Bue the Title of my Reply offends him, A Papiſt not Mif-re- 
preſented by Proteſtants, which he lays, is a condemnation of the 
Religion to all thoſe horrid ſhapes and monſtrous forms, it bas been at 
= time expoſed in, by Members of the Reformation ; by no means! 
If there have been other Miſ-cepreſentations of them,which our 
Author has not yer given us an account of, I can ws nothing 
to them, till I ſee what they are ; but my Title related only 
to my Book, and that related only to the Character of a Pa- 
piſt Mil-repreſented, which our Author had given us, and I 
undertook for that then, and will defend it ſtill, that there is 
no Mil-repreſentation in it. 

Of the ſame nature is what he adds, That I rel my Reader 
in the name of all my Brethren, we charge them (the Papilts) with 
nothing, but what they expreſly profeſs to believe, and what they 
prattiſe 3 and thus ſays the Proteſtor, in this one aſſertion vouches 
for the truth of all that infamy, and prophaneneſs, which is laid at 
their doors : and thus, for ought I ſee, I am drawn in for a 

reat deal more than I intended ; I ſpoke with reference to 

is Charaers, and now I muſt diſcharge the ſcores of all 
Proteſtants ſince the beginning of the Reformation ; but when 
a Man's in, he muſt get out as well as he can: but would 
not one wonder, that there ſhould not be one word of his 
own Characters all this while ? that inſtead of delending hi 
own Miſ-repreſentations, which he has ſo unjaſtly father'd 
upon us, he ſhould be hunting about to pick up Ka new 
Miſ-repreſentations for me to an{wer? There muſt be a rea- 
ſon' for this, and I believe, I can guels what it is. 

But however he takes this occaſion to. ranlack the Wri- 

of Proteſtants, and to ſee what tine things they have 
ſaid of Papiſts, and to colle&t a new Character of: a Papilt 
Miſ-repreſented our of them. For /inee all thgt proceeds from a Po 
iſh hand of this nature is [uſpetted and challenged, and the doulle 
CharatFer of a Papiſt Miſ-repreſented and Repreſented (about which, 
- as the Replier ſays, there ts ſo much pother and noiſe) is queſtioned 
as to its method,: ut: ſincerity, \and exativeſs, we'll now follow our 


Author's call, and 'learn what Papery 4s, from the Pens of We 
ants, 
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ants, and eſpecially from ſome of thoſe, who are ſuppoſed ro know 
lore Popery L ra chus —_ makes as many turni 
and doublings as ever any poor Hare did, which was al 
run down. Becauſe I have proved, that his Character of a 
Papiſt MiFrepreſented, contains no Miſ-repreſentation in ic, 
properly ſo called, rherefore forſooth we will not take Cha- 
racers from a Papiſt, becauſe we confure them, as ſoon as 
they make them, which is not very civil ; and therefore 
hoping that we will be more civil to Proteſtane Charateers , 
he turns off the Diſpute to them ; never did any Man take 
more pains to defend Popery, than he does to prove a Pa- 
piſt ro be Miſ.repreſented ; ir ſeems there is ſomething in the 
orld called Popery, which he is very much aſhamed of, 
and jt is _ if it does not prove to be his own beloved Po- 
at laſt. | 
had told him as plainly as I could in Anſwer to his Cha- 
rater of a Papiſt Mil-repreſented, what I called Popery, and 
what I take to be the general ſen(e of Proteſtants about ir, 
and ſhewed him evidently, that what he calls a Mik-repreſen- 
tation is none ; nay, in molt caſesI have allow'd his own Cha- 
rater of a Papiſt Repreſented, and furely there is no Miſ-re- 
preſentation in that, unleſs he has mil-repreſented a Papiſt him- 
ſelf; and why is he nor ſatisfied with this; why ſo much Zel 
to prove us-Mil-repreſenters, when we are willing co fall with 
the Market, and to abate as much in the Notion and Idea of 
Popery, as they are pleaſed to lower it? Why muſt we be 
bound to juſtifie that Repreſencatian of Popery, which ſome 
Proteftants have formerly made of it, when Popery was quite 
another thing, than the Biſhop of Condom, and the Repreſencer 
have now madeit, any more than they are bound to juſtific 
every thing, which Thomas Aquinas, or Bellarmm, or Vaſquez, 
have taughe for Popery. 

But ler us conſider that Character, he has made of a 
Papiſt out of the Writings of Proteſtants, only - I muſt 
put him in mind, that he muſt ſtill diſtinguiſh berween 
matters of Repeſentation and Diſpute. If the matter of 
Fatt they charge them with be true , they are no Miſ-ce- 
preſenters; as for their Reaſons and Arguments, I will 
ne more undertake to defend all the ings of Pco- 
teſtants, 
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teſtants, than I ſuppoſe, our Proteſter will all the reaſonings 
of Papilts. 

The firſt Miſ-repreſenter he brings upon the Stage, is 
Fobn Lord Archbiſhop of York, in his Manual or three ſmall 
and plain Treatiſes, written for the uſe of a Lady, to pre- 
ſerve her from the danger of Popery. And all that I ſhall 
ſay to this, is, that if what he tranſcribes out of his Book, be 
a MiCroprelizitation » it is not a Proteſtant, but a' Popiſh 
Miſ-repreſentation. For the Archbiſhop cices his Authors 
for what he ſays , as the very Title of the Chapter tells us, 
which I ſhall here preſent to the Reader, with all che Re- 
ferences and Authorities as they are Printed in his Book, and 
leave the Protelter to conſider of a good Reaſon, why he left 
all theſe Authorities out. 


CHAP. VL. 


Reaſons of Refuſal to leave the Romiſh Religion, 
Colleted ont of Printed Authors. 


I cannot leave my Religion. Pap. 


I RE ASON. 


Ecauſe we muſt ſimply believe the Church of Rome, 
B whether it teach true or falle, Srapl. Antidet in Evgng. 
Luk. 10. 16. page 528. | | = n 

And if the Pope believe there is no life ro came, we muſt 
believe it as an Article of our Faith. 'Buſgradus. 

And we mult not hear Proteſtant Preachers, though th 
Preach the Truth. Rhem. upon Tit; 3. 10. ''And for your Scrt- 
pture, we little weigh it. For the Word of God, if it be 
not expounded as the Church of Rome will have it, is the 
word of the Devil. Hoſias de expreſſ verbo Det. 


IL RE &- 
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IL RE ASON. 


You rely too much upon the Goſpel, and St. Paxl's Epiſtles 
in your Religion ; whereas, the Goſpel is but a Fable of 
Chriſt, as Pope Leo the tenth tells us. Apol. of H. Stephen 
fol. 358. Smeton. contra Hamilton, pag. 104- 

And the Pope can 4difþenſe againlt the New Teftament. Pa- 
normit. extra de divortiis. 

And he may check, when he pleaſes, the Epiſtles of St. Paul. 
Carolus Ruinus Concil. 109. Num. 1. Volum. F. 

And controul any thing avouched by all the Apoſtles. 
Rota in deciſ. 1. Num. 73. in novi]. Anton. Maria in addit. ad 
deciſ. Rota nov. de Big. n. 10. And thereis an eternal Goſpel, 
to wit, that of the Holy Gho#?, which puts down Chriſt's. Ci 
rellzs a Carmelite (ct it torth. 


Il REASON. 


You attribute all your Salvation to Faith in Chriſt alone: 
Whereas, he is the Saviour of Men only, but of no Women, 
Dial. of Dives and Pauper, compl. 6. cited by Rogers upon the 
Artic. and Poſtellus nm Feit Catech. L. 1. Cap. 1o. 


j S. Clare. Som. in Morn. de 
| Ecchſ. Cap. 9s. 


Poftellus in Feſu- 
its Catech. Lib. 8. 
Mother Jane. _)Cap. 10. 


Nay to ſpeak properly, St. Francis hath redeemed as man 
as _— his days. Conformis. of St. Fran, F 

And the Blood of St. Thomas & Becket. Hor. Beat. Virg. 

And ſometimes one man, by his ſatisfaRions, redeems ano- 
ther. Teſt, Rhems. in Rom, 8. 17. 


For Women are 
ſaved by 


IV. RE4 


LF 


IV. REASON. 


In your Church there is but one way to Remiſlion of Sins, 
which you call Faith ih Chriſt ; but we have many. For 


we put away 


C1. Meritsof the B. Virg, Hor. B. Virg. 


Venials,with a little Holy Water, Teſft.Rhem. in Rom.8.17. 
\ 2. The Blood of Becket, 16. 


Our 3- Agnes Dei, or Holy Lambs, Cerem. 
L 


T Þ 
"i , by 4 4 Little parcels of the Goſpel, Breviar. 
5. Becomin ye may ry gong 
6. A Biſhop's Pardon for 40 days, a 
Cardinals for an 100 days, and 

| the Pope's for ever. 
4 Taxa Camer. apud.Eſþ. in 1 ad Tim. 


V. REASON. 


You ſtand too preciſely upon your Sacrements,and require a 
true Faith, in the partakers. hereas with us, to become 
a Monk, or a Nun, is as good as the Sacrament of Baptiſm, 
Aquin. de Ingre/. Relig. L. 2. C. 21. 

And the very true and real Body of Chriſt may be devoured 
of Dogs, Hogs, Cats and Rats, Alex. Hales, part. 4. q. 45. 
Thom. parte 3. q. 8. art. 3. 


VI. RE ASON. 


Then for your Miniſters, every one is allowed to have his 
Wife ; orelſe inforced to live chaſtly : whereas with us, the 
Pope himſelf cannot diſpenſe with a Prieſt to marry, no more 
than he can priviledge him to take a Purſe. Turrienw found 
fault withal by Caſſan. conſult. art. 23. 

But Whoredom is allowed all che year long. See Sparks's 
CE + Page 13- and conſtitut. Orhen, de concubit. Cleric, re 
moven 
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And another Sin for Fane, Fuly, Auguft, which you muſt 
not know of : Allowed for this time by Sixtus Quartus to all the 
Family of the Cardinal of St. Lucie. Veſſel. Grovingenſ. traft. de 
indulgent. citat. 4 Facob. Lanrent. Teſuit. Lib. Pag. 196. wide 
Fo. Wolfis Leon. memorab. centen. 15. page 836. 

For indeed the wickedneſs of the Church-men is a prime Ar. 
gument of the worthineſs of the Roman Church. Bellar. L. 4. 
de Row. Pont. Cap. 14. Artic. 28. 

And the Pope can make that righreous, which is wnrighte- 
ous, L. 1. Decretal. Greg. Tit. 7. C. F. 

And yet can no man ſay unto him, Sir, Why do you ſo? 
In extrav. Tom. 22. Tutul. 5. C. ad Apoſtolatus. 


VIE. Andlaft REASON. 


You in the Church of England have caſt off the Biſhop of 
Rome, whereas the Biſhop of Rome is a God. Dif. 96. «. 
ſatis evidenter, & Panorm. cap. Quanto Abbas. 

The Uſe and Application of this Doctrine you may find 
in the next Chapter, and a particular proof that ſome Do- 
&rines of the Roman Church deſtroy juſtice towards men in all 
relations ; as the Pope's power of diſpenſing with the duties of all 
relations : their Dottrines of Probabilities, of Mental Reſervations, 
that the Intention regulates the Attion, that no Fatth is to be ke 
with Hereticks, that the Pope may depoſe Princes, and diſpoſe of 
their Kingdoms, Pardon, nay Canonize King-killers, and abſolye 
Subjetts from their Allegiance, 8c. 

ſhaw our Author calls all this Miſ-repreſentation, but 
that is not our Diſpute now ; but whoſe Miſ-repreſentation 
it is, Icis plain, this is not Proteſtant but Popiſh Popery ; for 
not Proteſtants, but Papiſts, were the Original Authors : 
And I doubt not, were it worth the while, it might caſjly 
be proved, that the groſſeſt Miſ-repreſentations, which this 
Author charges on Proteſtants, are only tranſcribed out of Po- 
piſh Authors; and this he ſeems to own, when he is ſo angry 
with us for proving theſe Miſ-repreſentations, as he calls them, 
by appealing to their own private, but approved Doctors, who 
have :n plain terms aſſerted thoſe things, which poor Prote- 
ſ{tants muſt not _ after them, without incurring the Cen- 
{ure of Mil-reprelenters. | Now 
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Now though we grant, that every Doctrine, which we 
fiad in Popilh Authors, ought not to be accounted an Article 
of ch2 Romiſh Faith, yet if ſuch Books be publiſhed by the 
Authority of Superiors, and when they are publiſhed and 
known in the World, eſcape the Inquiſition and the Þdex 
expurgatorius, the Doctrines contained in them, ought art leaſt 
to be looked on, as licenſed and tolerated Dodarines, and 
therefore conſiſtent with the Romiſh Fairch, not a Milſ-re- 
preſentation of it. For will a Church (o ſtri& and ſevere 
in its Difcipline, and fo jealous of Hereſies, which cenſures 
all che Ancient Fathers, and expunges out of their Wri- 
tings every paſlage, which in che leaſt favours of Here- 
fie ; which will not entruſt the People to uſe the Bible 
for fear of their learning Herefie from it ; I ſay, will ſuch a 
Church fuffer their own Doors to publiſh ſuch Opinions 
to the World, as Miſ-repreſent her own Faith and Wor- 
ſhip, without condemning, or palling the leaſt cenſure on 
them: 

And therefore though we cannot prove” from theſe pri- 
vate DoQtors, what the Faith of the Church of Rome is, 
and what all are bound to believe, who are of that Com- 
munion, yet by their Authority we may confute che charge 
of Mif-reprefentation. For no Proteſtant can be juſtly ac- 
cuſed of Miſ-repreſenting the Doetrines of the Church of 
Rome, who charges them with no Dodtrines, but what are 
allowed to be taught in that Church, as all thoſe Dodrines 
are, which are allowed by publick Authoriry to be Printed 
and Read in the Communion of that Church, eſpecially, as 
T obſerved before, where the Preſs is kept under ſuch ſtrict 
Diſcipline, as it is in the Church of Rome. 

We muſt not indeed charge all Papiſts with believing 
ſuch Do&rines, becauſe all are not bound to believe chem, 
as they are to believe the Decrees and Definitions of their 
Councils ; but we may ſay, that they are not contrary to 
the Faith of the Church, becauſe all Papiſts are allowed to 
believe them, who will ; for I preſume all Men are allowed 
to _ that, which any Man among them” is allowed to 
teac 

However I hope, it may be ſome excuſe to the Arch 
biſhop, that he. Miſ-repreſents only at ſecond hand, ( ſince 

on.7 
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our Author will have. it to be a Miſ-repreſentation ) and 
ſays no more than ſome Papiſts themſelves ſay, and re- 
ſolves ali into the Credit and Authority of his Authors ; 
And I cannot think it a greater fault in a Proteſtant to give 
an account of ſuch pernicious Dodrines and Opinions, as 
are owned by ſome of their own Writers, than it is in the 
Church of Rowe to ſuffer them to be publiſhed by Autho- 
rity, and to-paſs without any Cenſure, if they diſlike the 


Doctrine. 


As for what he tranſcribes out of Do&or Beard and 
Mr. Surchf, I preſume, he intended we ſhould take it all 
upon his Authority ; for he has not direfted us where to find 
any of thoſe paſſages he has ciced, and it is a little too much 
to read two great Books in Quarto to pick them out. With- 
out looking on the Books we might eaſily perceive, that 
thole ſayings he has tranſcribed out of them, do not con- 
Cern Renting) but Diſputing, and I never undertook to 
juſtifie every ſaying in Proteſtant Writers againſt Popery ; 
but yet ſome things ſounded ſo harſh, that I vehemently 
ſuſpeted foul play, and therefore had the curioſity to exa- 
mine, and found it to be, as I ſulpe&ed. Some paſſages for 
which they produce their Authorities, and that very good 
Authorities, as the World went then, are cited by the Pro- 
teſter, without any Authorities, as he dealt before with the 
Archbiſhop ; or what they prove by variety of reaſons, is na- 
kedly Repreſented without any reaſon to back it ; or their 
words are curtailed, or tranſplaced, which alters their ſenſe 
and ſignification. I ſhall give ſome few inſtances of this out 
of Mr. Sutcliff, to let the World judge, who are the Miſre- 
preſenters. 


Quotations out of Mr. Sutcliff in the 
Papiſt Proteſting, &c. Mr. Sutcliff's Survey of Popery. 


Hey {| what Inally they ſay, they are obſc 
nn TREE | Phy: fra Ap y are obſcure 


they Can indiſgrace and hard to be underſtood , 
of the Holy Scriptures. they ſpeak what they can in diſgrace of 
- | the Holy Scriptures. P. 6. 


T give the Office of Chriſt's They give the Office, &c. teaching 
Ss to the Virgin Mary, to that by their Merits Chriſtians ob- 


tain 


Angels and to Saints, they make 
alſo Sainrs our Redeemers. 

They overthrow Grace , and a- 
ſcribe che merit of our Salvation 
not to God's mercy through Chrilt, 
not tothe meric ot his Patfion, bue 

roperly to our own Works and 
erits. 

They cut out the Second Com- 
mandment, becauſe it cannot ſtand 
with the Popiſh Worſhip of Images. 

They pray before Stocks and 
Stones, nay they pur their cruſt in 

mM. 


Papiſts think they do God good 
Service, when they murder crue 
Chriſtians. ; 

By che Doctrine of Papiſts the 
Devils may be ſaved. 


Papiſts blaſphemouſly make Chriſt 
not only a deſperate man without 
Hope, bur alſo an Infidel without 


Faith. P. 13. 


That Chriſt is not the Redeemer 
of all Mankind. 


(1) 


tain their deſires, and are delivered 
out of Purgatory. Ibid. 

Albeir they exclude not Face 
from che work of our Salvation, yec 
making Grace a Habit or Vertue, 
they overthrow Grace, &C. 


They eut out the Second Command. 
ment in the Offices of our Lady and 
their Primers, becauſe, RC. Ib. 

Nay they put their rruft in them : 
for it chis were not ſo, why ſhould 
they hope for betcer ſuccefs at che 
Image of our Lady of Lorerto, or 
Monſerat, than at any other Image 
or Form of our Lady ? p. 10. 

Proved fromthe cruel Executions 
in England, France, Germany, Spain. 


. 23. 
: They teach, that the Devils of 
Hell may have true Faith, but our 
Saviour ſaith Fobn 3. that whoſoever 
believeth im him ſhall not periſh, but 
have everlaſting life. So it tollow- 
eth by the Doctrine of Papiſts , that 
the Kenerbens, and Dewils im Hell 
may be ſaved. Þ. 28. 

They take from Chriſt both 
Faich and Hope. Aqui. p. 3. q. 7. art. 
4- So that which they fallet obje- 
&ed to Calwin doth rightly fall up- 
on the Papilts---rbat they blaſphemonſly 
make Chri#t, &c. 

They affirm the Virgin Mary to 
be conceived without original Sin, 
&c. of which it follows, that Chri#t 
is not the Redeemer of all Mankind, for 
what necded they a Redeemer,who 
were not born Sinners ? p. 41. 


They make Chiilt inferiour to 
Saints and Angels. 
- 


They prefer the Pope before 
Chriſt, 


To the Images of the Croſs and 
Crucifix, they give as much honour 
as is due to God. p. 14- 


i 


They fall down like Beaſts before 
the Pope, and worſhip him as God, 
aſcribing to him moſt blaſphemouſly 
the honour due to Chrilt, 


They give divine honour to Ima- 
gs, which they themſelves cannot 
y to be Idolatrous. 


0 v2 3 


They fay Maſſes in honour of 
Angels and Saints, buthe, in whoſe 
honour a Sacrifice is offered , is 
greater than the Sacrifice : doth it 
not then appear, that while they 
offer Chriſt's Body and Blogd in 
honour of Saints and Angels, they 
make Chriſt inferior to Saints and An- 
gels ? p. 42. 

They prefer the Pope before Chriſt, 
tor Chriſt's Body, when the Pope 
goeth in progreſs, is ſent before 
with the Baggage, and when the 
Pope is near, goeth out to meet 
him, while all the Gallants of Rome 
attend on the Pope, p. 43- 

To the Images, &&c,——teaching 
their followers , that it is but one 
honour given to the Image, and the 
thing Repreſented by the Image. 

« 74s : 
| They fall down, 8c. Paulus /Emi- 
lius I. 2. telleth, how the Ambaſla- 
dors of Sicily cried thus to the Pope, 
Thou that takeſt away the ſins of 
the World have mercy upon us.— 
Stapleton to Greg. 13: calls him Su- 

emum numen in terris: They call 

im Vicar of Chriſt, the Monarch 
of the Church , the Head, the 
= ES 

urch, aſcr to bim mo 

phemouſly the bonour due to Chriſt. p.72. 

They confeſs it Idolatry to give 
divine honour to Creatures. Pur 
they give divine honour te the Sa- 
o—_— the Cons = I 
of the Trinity, which, Ihope, they 
will not deny to be Creatures, 


The 


2 Pack of Infidels. p, x5. 


Scripture and Fathers they read 
not. 


In a member of the Catholick 
Church (they lay) neither, inward 
Faith nor other Virtue is required, 
but only that he profeſs outwardly 
che Romiſh Religion, and be ſub- 
ject to the Pope. 

They make more Conſcience to 
abſtain from Fleſh on F::4ay, than 
to murder Chriſtians, 


Divers points of Popiſh Dodrine 
are eſpecially ſaid to proceed 
trom the Devil. 


( 13) 


The Romiſh Church conlifts of -. 


Faith is of chi (3 the Papiſts 
ſay in their. ilm) only pro- 
to us by the Church ; fo 

that if the Church propoſe not to 
usthe Articles of Faith, we are not 
to belicve them, if thele men teach 
truch. Further this _ , the 
Romuſh Church conſiſts of @ pack of Infi- 
dels ; for if the 0 oh - 
without the authority of theChurch, 
then ſhe did telieve nothing of 
Chniſt, ſceing the Papiſts acknow- 
ledge no other Church but that of 
Rome, and no Church can teach it 
{elf p. 178. | 

Spoken of the Schoolmen (no: 
of all Papiſts) upon the authority ot 
Ferdinando Velloſillo. p. 200. 

This Opigion he attributes to 
Cardinal Bellarmin, and Cites de Ec+ 
cleſ. milit, cap. 2. 


They make more Conſcience, &C. as 
their curioſity in keeping che Faſt, 
and their Gruelty 1n maſlacring 
Chriſtians declares. p. 205. 

He inſtances in forbidding Mar- 
riage, and commanding to abltain 
from Meats, which he ſays arc 
called in Scripture, Dodrinzs of 
Devils. p. 21 3. 


That the Popiſh Church hath no trae Biſhops : That Popery ” many points 1s 
more abſurd and abominable than the Dottrine of Mahomet : That Papiſs, 
that A rue the beretical and falſe DoFtrines of the Modern Church of Rome, 


cannot poſſib 


Repreſenting but Diſputing. 


be ſaved : Arethe Titles of ſeveral Chapters, in which he en- 
deayours to make good theſe charges 
but all men will fee, chat this is not 


how well let our Author conſider ; 


(14) 

This is abundantly etongh to give the Reader a taft of the Proteſte:”; 
honeſty in Reprefenting, and how little I am goncerned in theſe Quora- 
tions. If ſome Proteſtants have charged the Do&rines and Prafices of 
the Church of Rome with fich conſequences as they cannot juſtifie, wi- 
ſer Proteſtants diſown it; and Papiſts may confute it, if thev pleaſe, which 
will he a little more to the purpoſe, than to cry out ſo Tragically about 
Mit-repreſenting. 

But to make good this charge of Miſ-repreſenting againſt us, he con- 
cludes with ſeveral paſſages out of the Homilies, concerning the Worſhip of 
Saints and Images. Now if our Church be guilty of Mil-repreſenting 
in her very Homilies, which we are all bound to ſubſcribe, we muſt 
acknowledge our ſelves to be Miſ-repreſenters.. But wherein does the 
Miſ-repreſentation conſiſt ? Do they.not ſet up Images in Churches? And 
do they not Worſhipthem ? Havethey nota great number of Saints, whom 
they Worſhip with Divine Honours? The matter of fact is plain and 
confeſſed, and therefore our Church does not Miſ-repreſent them. So 
that the only Miſ-repreſentation he can complain of, is, that he docs not 
like the judgment of our Church about che Worſhip of Saints and Images, 
and we cannot help that. This is the belief of our Church, and chis is 
our belicf, and let him prove us to be Miſ-repreſenters in this, if he can ; 
for that is not proved meerly by his calling it Miſ-repreſenting. 

Only I would gladly know of this Author, what he takes the judg- 
ment of the Church of England to be about the Worſhip of Images ? 
Whether it be Idolatry or not ? If he thinks our Church charges them 
with Idolatry in Worſhipping Images, (which I _— he means when 
he complains of Miſ.repreſentation, and picks out ſome paſſages, which 
look that way) there is the authority of or Gedden againſt him (un- 
leſs he has changed his mind lately) who accuſes Dr. St. with contradi@- 
ing the Church of England in his charge of Idolatry upon the Church of 
Reme, and makesita certain mark of Fanaticiſm to do fo : andthen how. 
ever we may be thought to Miſ-repreſent the Church of Rome in this 
charge of Idolatry, we do not Miſ-repreſent the Church of England in it, 
which is ſome ſatisfaRion to us, that we are not Miſ-repreſenters on both 
ſides. But theſe men take great libertics in Repreſenting the Faith and 
Doerines of Churches. In one King's Reign the Church of England does 
not charge the Church of Rome with Idolatry, inthe next it does 5 thou 
their Articles and Homilies be the ſame ſtill : but they deal with the 
Church of Erg/and no worſe than they do with their own Church ; in 
one Age a Bellarmine truly Repreſents the Dodtrine of their Church, in 
another a Biſhop of Condom ; and though the Council of Zrenr be but 
one 


(15) 
one and che lame, the Faich of it alters very often, as it may 
beſt ſervethe Intereſt of the Catholick Cauſe. 

Our Author having expoled the Proteftant Chara#er (as 
he calls it) of @ Papift, which be always looked upon no other, 
than of a Papiſt Miſ-reprelented, he falls a commending the zeal 
of Proteſtants againſt ſuch Popery with great earneltneſs and 
paſlion, and therein we agree with him, as bglieving is co be 
very commendable ; and do ngt doubt (as: he lays ) but 
thoſe Martyrs Recorded by Fox, who for nat embracing tha Poper 
paſſed the fiery Tryal, ſurely a glorious Cauſe, and that t 
Triumphs and Crowns of Glory, which waited for them in Heaven, 
were not inferior to what thoſe enjoyed, who ſuffered under Decius 
or Diocleltian. I agree with him alſo,. that there « no need of 
any longer diſagreement, that there is no neceſſity of keeping up Names 
of Diviſion ; that Proteſtant and Papiſt may now ſhake hands, and by 
one (ubſcription cloſe into a Body, and joyn m a fair and amicable cor- 
reſpondence : For if (as he lays) there is no Papiſt, but will 


Papiſts Prote- 
ſting, &c. p. 


17. 


give bis band for the utter ſuppreſſing this kind of Popery , I {ce no p, 1s, 


reaſon, why they may not joyn in Communion with the 
Church of England which has ſuppreſſed it. But I am not of 
his mind, that all che ſtrife has been about a word ; for the 
Diſpute has been about the Worſhip of Saints, and Images, 
about Tranſubſtantiation , worſhipping the Hoſt , Conumu- 
nion in one kind, Service in an unknown Tongue, the au- 
thority and the uſe of the Holy Scriptures,the Sacrament of Pe- 
nance, Indulgences, Purgatory, the Pope's Supremacy, and 
ſeveral other material differences ; which are ſomething more 
than a meer Word ; Will they now part with all thele Do- 
arines and Praftices, ſince they have been informed by great and 

vod aurborities,what the nature andevil tendency ofthele things 
152 No! bynomeans, they will retain all theſe Dodtrines and 
Practices (till, but will renounce and abhor all that evil, which 
Proteſtants charge them wich. They will pray to Saints, and 
worſhip Images ſtill, but they will abhor all Heathenifh 1dola- 
try in fuch Worſhip, &c. but what reaſon is this for Proteltants 
to joyn with them in one Communion, while they retain the 
lame Faith and Worſhip, which at firſt made a ſeparation ne- 
-—me'd, and we retain the ſame opinion of their Faith and 
Worſhip, which ever we had ? If Papiſtsbeche lame, and Pro- 
teſtants the lame, that ever they were, if ſeparation were 

2 


once 


(16) 
once my—mar* ſurely it is ſo ſtill. What change is then- 
now in Papiſts, which was-not before, chat ſhould now ice 
vite us to embrace their Communion ? Yes they abhor all 
that which Proteſtants call Popery. This is good news, but 
let us a little better underſtand it. Do they abhor the Wor. 
ſhip of Saints and Images, and the Hoſt ? Do = abhor 
the Dodtrines'of Tranſubſtantiation, Penances, Indulgences, 
Purgatory ? Do they renounce the Pope's Supremacy, &c. 
noſuch matter ! but they abhor thoſe Opinions, which Pro- 
teſtants have of theſe things ; Did they then ever believe that 
theſe Dodtrines and Practices were fo bad, as Proteſtants al- 
ways did, and to this day, fay they are ? if not, what change 
is there in them, that ſhould invite us now to a reconciliati- 
on ? | Did Proteftants ſeparate from _ becauſe they. be- 
lieved, that Papiſts*thought Idolatry lawful ? If not, Why 
is their abhorring Idolatry , while they do the ſame things, 
that ever they did, a ſufficient reaſon for a re-union ? Sup- 
poſe ſome Common-wealths-men , who take up Arms a- 
gainſt the King, ſhould tell the Royaliſts, who fight for him, 
That they have all this while miſtaken one another, that for 
their parts they hate Rebellion, as much as they can do, and 
have been greatly Miſ-repreſented by thoſe who have called 
them Rebels ; the ſtrife has been only about a Word, and there- 
fore it is time for them now to joyn all together, not in their 
duty to their Prince, but in oppoſing him ; though I dare 
not ſmile at our Author for fear of his diſpleaſure again, yet 
I fancy a good Subje& would entertain ſuch a propoſal with 
a very di{dainful ſmile. 

And therefore as for Miſ-repreſenting , our Author may 
complain on till he is aweary, but he can never prove us to 
be Miſ-repreſenters , while they ſtill own that Faith and 
Worſhip, which we charged them with, and if hethinks we 
cenſure their Do&rine and Worſhip too ſeverely, let him vin- 
dicate it, when he can. 

In my Reply I conſidered, what were the' faults of his-two- 
fold Character of A Papift Miſ-repreſented, and Repreſented, and 
ſhall now briefly examine, what he ſays to it. 

As for the CharaQter of a Papiſt 'Miſ-repreſented, I obſer- 
ved, 1. That bt put ſuch things into the Charatter, as na mant in 


bis Wits ever charged them with: Asthat Papiſts are not permitted 
to, 
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to bear Sermons, which they are able to underſtand, er that they beld it 
lawful to commit Idolatry ; or that the Papiſt believes the Pope to be hi, 
great God, and to Fe far above all Angels, which the Anſwerer calls 
Childiſh and wilful!\miſtakes. And yet ( lays the Protelter, p. 19. ) 
thoſe _ _ almoſt in expreſi terms, and others far mere abſurd, 
we ſee charged on then, as is ſhewed above; that is in the Quotati- 
ons out of the Archbiſhop and others. But I can ſee no ſuch 
thing, unleſs the Supremum numen in terris ( as Stapleton calls Greg. 
x3. ): ſignifie that the Pope is their great God, and then I muſt 
beg his pardon, that I did not think any man in his wits fo (ily, 
as it ſeems ſome of their own great Divines-have been, for this 
is not a Proteſtant, but a Popiſh repreſentation of them. 

2. I found fault, That the Opinions of Proteſtants concerning Por 
piſh Dottrines and Prattices, and thoſe ill conſequents which are charged 
and juſtly charged upon them, are put into the Charatter of a Pap 
miſ-repreſented, as if they were his avowed Dotrine and Belief. For 
whoſoever gives a Character of a Papilt, ought only to repre- 
ſent, what his Faith and Practice is, not what Opinion, he, who 
gives the Character, has of his Faith and Practice : for this does 
not belong to- the Charafter of a Papift, but only ſignihes his 
own! private Judgment, who gives the Charater : while we 
charge Papiſts only with matter of Fa&t; what they believe and 
what they praftice, this is a true Character, and no Mil-repre- 
ſenting ; but if we put our own Opinions of his Faith and Pra- 
Rice into his Character, this is Mil-repreſenting, becaule a Papilt 
has not the ſame Opinion of theſe things, which we have, and 
this makes it a falſe Character. 

To this the Proteſter an(wers, fp. 209» This is a pretty ſpeculative 
quarrel, I confeſs, and might deſervedly find room bere, were it our buſineſs 
to confider the due method of Mi/-repreſentation in the abſtratt : But as our 

eſent concern ſtands, here's a quaint conceit loſt for commg ina wrong place. 
For what had the Author of the Miſ-repreſent ation to do with theſe Rules @ 
He did not intend to miſ-repreſent any Body. This is very plealant! a 
Man, who-undertakes to make Characters, is not bound to con- 
ſider what a Character is, nor what belongs to repreſenting, nor 
miſrepreſenting.” Any Man would have thought ſo indeed, who 
had read his Characters, but I never expeRed that he ſhould have 
faid ſo. But he did not imtend to miſ-repreſent any Body, and therelore 


had nothing to do with thoſe Rules ; but he intended, ic ſeems, 
to give af account, how Papiſts are miſ-repreſented by Proteſtants, 

therefore ought to have underſtood, what is Mil-repreſenting, 
and not have called that Mik-repreſenting, which is nox. 


Bur 


Reply, p. 4 
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But hi Province'(he lays) was only to draw forth the Charadter of « 
Papiſt, as it 1s commonly apprehended by, the Vuigar, or the 3 1:04 is 
with the common prejudices and mi akes that generally attend ſuch a no- 
tion. Now I would fainknow, ther this Charatter, as it lies in the 
Peoples heads, is diſtinguiſhed iwugo antecedents and conſequents 5 whes 
ther they, when they hear one x againſt Povery for commatting 
Idolatry, as bad or worſe than that of the grofſeſs Heatbens, worſhipps 
Stocks and Stones for Gods, diſtinguiſheth between the Doctrine of ' 
Papiſts, and theſe interpretations and conſequences charged againſt it. 

Thus in thort he tells us, The Character of a Papift Miſ-repre- 
ſented was intended only, as the Author expreſſes himſelf in bis intro- 
duttion, for a Copy of Popery as painted in the imagination of the Vulgar, 
and if it be conform to that, it 1s exact and perfect; and if there be any 
faults in it, the blame muſt fall on thoſe who drew the Origmal, This 
is the ſum of his excule for putting ſuch things unto the Chara- 
&er of a Papiſt Mil-repreſented, as do not belong to Charadter- 
making, nor are in a ſtrict and proper fenle Mif-repreſentations. 
"That the common People, who do not diſtinguiſh between An- 
recedents and Conſequents, have ſuch an idea and notion of a Pa- 
piſt,as he has deſcribed in the Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſen- 
ted. Well, ſuppole this, how does this mend the matter ? If his 
Character of a Papiſt: Mil-repreſented, be no Mil-repreſentation, 
then our People, who have this notion of a Papiſt, are not Mil- 
repreſenters/.,Now this is that, which I undertook. to prove in 
my Reply, That there is nothing of Miſ-repreſentation, proper- 
ly ſo called, in his Character of a Papiſt Mif-repreſented ; Ic is a 
falle Character indeed, becauſe it contains ſuch things, as are not 
matcers of Repreſentation, but of Diſpute, and therefore do not 
belong to a Character ; but ſeparate matters of Fa&tfrom matters 
of Opinion and Diſpute, as I have particularly done in my Reply, 
and the Character of a Papiſt Miſ-repreſented contains no matter 
of Fac, excepting ſome very few things, but what the Gharadter 
of the Papiſt Repreſented owns. And therefore as far as it can be 
.called a Character, it is a true one. a 9 (as he ſays) be « 
Copy of Popery as painted in the imagination of the Vulgar, the Original 
—_ ED of dGeeeatnmtion in it, Fa. the Copy = 

Bur chough the Protelter does acknowledge, that there is a 
real difference berween Repreſenting the Doctrines and Practices 
. of Papiſts, and declaring ow own Judgment and Opinion 

concerning them , he ſulpe&s the People do not diſtinguiſh be- 
rween Amecedents and Conſequents, between the Dottrines of the 
Papifts and theſe Interretations aud Canſequences charged _ 4 
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They ſwallow all down gue in the lump, Antecedents and Cone 
ſequents go down with t wg at once. But what does he mean 
by this? that any Proteſtant People are (© filly as to think 
that Papiſts believe as bad of their own Religion, as they be- 
lieve of it? That Papiſts believe Idolatry to be lawful, as 
he cells us in the Character of a Papiſt Mif-repreſented ; or 
that = the Worſhip of an Image to be Idolacry 2? 
No, I affure him, our People are taught, what Popery is #» 
its genuine purity, as he ſpeaks; they know in the moſt mate- 
rial points, what the Dodrine of the Church of Rome is, and 
are t, what to think of it ; and when they hear or read 
our Diſputes againſt the Church of Rome, they are not ſo weak 
as to believe, that we and Papilts have the ſame Opinions 
about Worſhipping Saints and Images, and the Hoſt, &c. 
and therefore are not in danger of atfixing ſuch Opinions gn 
Papiſts, as they hear us charge on Pogocy. So that this is a very 
needleſs fear heisin, and if nothing elle hinders, he may (ashe 
promiſes) reform his Character of a Papiſt Mil-repreſcnted. 

I muſt conteſls we are pretty poſitive in declaring to our 
People the evil and danger of Popery. We tell them what 
we think of it, not as thmking ſignifies doubttulneſs and un- 
certainty, but an aſſured perſwaſion founded on Reaſon, Scri- 
pture, and the beſt Authorities: as he complains, hat we go 
beyond thinking, and inſtead of ſaying, we think ſo, we poſitively ſay, 
fo it «. But if weare in the right, there is no hurt in this, and 
we ſhall believe fo, till they can prove. that we are in the 
wrong ; we do not indeed pretend eo Infallibilicy but we think 
our ſelves as certain, as thale who do. 

This is the ſum of what he ſays in defence of his Cha- 
racer of a Papiſt Mifrepreſented, that though he acknow- 
ledges my diſtin&ion to be herween Macttersof Diſpute, 
and of Repreſentation; and conſequently that his Character 
of a Papiſt Miſ-repreſenced has nothing of Mil-repreſentation 
init, truly ſo called; yet he ſays, this is the Idea of a Papiſt, 
as it is commonly apprehended by the Vulgar, who do not 
diſtinguiſh between Ancecedents and Conſequents, but what- 
ever hear faid of Popery, they take to be the Faith of a 
Papiſt, without diſtinguiſhing what it is the Papiſts own, and 

,and practiſe, and what guilt Proteſtants charge them 
with, for thus believing and doing: that when they hear the 
Papiſts charged with Idolatry : for Worſhipping Images, chey 


as yerlly think, thac Papiſts believe Idolatry to be lawful, as: 


they 


— 
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they do, that they believe it lawful to Worſhip Images. If 
there be any among us ſo very filly, I dare ſay, they can nei. 
ther Read nor Write, and theretore he might have ſpared his 
pains in writing and printing Characters for them ; and.if his 
Character of a Papiſt (as he ſays) be what he thought of a Pa- 
piſt, while he himſelf was a Proteſtant, it ſeems he wasin a 
very low diſpenſation then, and could not himſelf 4:finguiſh 
between Antecedents and Conſequents, but ſwallowed all down toge- 
ther, though he is now improved into a Writer of Characters; 
and may they never have any wiſer Converts. However this 
does plainly yield the caule, that the Proteſtant Clergy, and 
underſtanding Gentry and Laity, who can diſtinguiſh between 
Antecedents and Conſequents, are no Mil-repreſcnters; and as 
tor others, we fear, they have a great many more Miſ-repreſen- 
tprs on their ſide, than we hope, we have on ours. 

Let us now conſider his Character of a Papiſt Repreſented, 
and what the faults of that are. Now the general faulc is, that 
whereas one might realonably expe, that there ſhould be 
ſome difference between the Character of a Papiſt Mil-repre- 
ſented, and of a Papilt Repreſented, and he has endeavoured 
to make his Readers believe, that there is, yet in truth there is 
none in moſt parts of the Charater. For what does ſtritly be- 
long to Repreſentation, that is, all matter of Fat, is the ſame 
in both. For, 1. He having put the Opinicns of Proteſtants 
concerning Popiſh Dodrines and Pradtices'into the Chara- 
&er of a Papiſt Miſ-repreſenced, as if they were his 'avowed 
Do&trine and Belief ; - inithe: Character of a- Papiſt Repre- 
ſented, he denies, that he believes thoſe Interpretations and 
Conſequences ; and this he might very eaſily do, becaule; (as 
he obſerves, p. 24.)n0 body charges bimwith that belief; and where- 
as he ſays, then he - mans +- Body, anil be bopes there us no fault 
in that, he is ſo far in the right; but his fault is, that ke im- 
poſes upon his Reader, with an-appearance of a Mo 
eation, whenthere is none; and by his denyingthat they be- 
lieve ſuch things, would perſwade the. World, that Prote- 
ſtants charge Papiſts with believing all theſe ill things them- 
ſelves, which we ſay of their Faith and Worſhip; a lign that 
he was hard put toit, to find out ſome Wroteſtane Miſcrepreſen- 
cations of Papiſts. And 2. Asfor matter of Fac, which alone 
is proper for a Character, he generally owns the Dottrines and 
Prattices we charge them with; and his ſaying, bow could ths 
Poſſibly be otherwiſe, if they charge us with none, but — 
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rofefs to own (in which he refleas upon what I had ſaid 
uo ad Lrbn tut mo__ them with believing nothing, but 
what they -expreſly profels to believe) is nothing to the pur: 
&; for it 15 not abſolutely what we charge them with, but 
what he himſelf makes us charge them with in his Character 
of a Papilt Mit-repreſented,, and calls us MiFrepreſencers for 
doing (o, that he owns inthe Character of a Papiſt Repreſent- 
ed, asI particularly ſhewed in my Reply ; now the queſtion is, 
Why he calls one CharaRer a Mil-reprelentation, and the other 
a Repreſentation, whenthe matter of Fact is the lame in both ? 
But then (3.) I'obſerved, rhat in ſame caſer be diſowns that to 
be the Dottrine and Belief. of their Church, which manifeſtly xs (>, 
and has been proved on them, beyond all poſſibility of a fair Reply, 
by the learned Anſwerer. To which he anſwers : then for all bxs 
word, we are in ſome caſes charged with more than we expreſly pro- 
feſt to believe. But he mult know we do not cake the Trofetlon 
ot the Roman Faith from every private Character-maker, but 
from the Authentick Records of their Church ; and if they 
deny what their Church teaches, and requiresthem to believe, 
it is not indeed their Faith, but yet it ought co be fo : and 
though he may huff at manifeſt and proving, Ilulpet, he will 
take a little time before he brings it to the Tryal. 

This is a ſufficient anſwer to his freſh complaint of Mil-re- 
preſentations. I now proceed to the ſecond part of the Reply, 
the Rule of true Repreſenting, or the Rule whereby che Do 
&rine of the Church of Rome is to be known. He appealed to 
the Council of Trent, and the Catechilm ad Parochos, and thele 
I acknowledged to be authentick Rules ; but ſince Catholick 
Divines differ about the ſence of the Council and Catcchilin, 
the queſtion is, Why we mult prefer his Sence of the Council 
and Catechiſm before Cardinal Bellarmin's , or any other Di- 
vines of Note and Eminency in the Church of Reme, who 
lived fince the Council of 7renrt, and may be preſumed to 
underſtand the meaning of it, as well as the Reprelenter ; 
and therefore ro remove this difficuley in his Reflections, he 
appealed to the Biſhop of Condom, as the Authentick Expo- 
ficor of the Council and Catechilm, and rold us, how his 
Book had been approved by many Biſhops, and Cardinab , 
and by the preſent Pope himfelt, and cherctore has the Au; bc- 
rity of the See Apoſt olick. 

To this I an{wered in my Reply (p. 44.) that the atteſta- 
tion given to Cardinal Beurmin's Contoveilics was not infe- 
' rior 
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rior to that given to the Biſhop of Condoms Expoſition of the 
Doctrine of the Catholick Church ; that it was Dedicated to 
Pope Sixtws 5. and that with the Pope's leave and good li- 
king, which is not much inferior to a teſtimonial under the 
Popes hand ; and why then are not Bellarmin's Controverſies 
as authentick a rule for the Expoſition of the Catholick 
Faith, as the Biſhop of Condow's? But to this he thought fit to 
anſwer nothing. 

And whereas he pretends that the Popes approbation gives 
it the authority of the Apoftokck See: I acquainted him out of 
Melchior Canus ; That the name of the Apoſtolick See does mot [io- 
nifie the Pope in his private capacity, but in bis Chair, or deing ſuch 
things, and in ſuch a manner, as belong to the Papal Chair, that is, 
wot pgrving his own private ſenſe, but proceeding in Council with the 
Advice of good and learned Men ; and therefore that us not to be 
accounted the Fudgment of the Apoſtolick See, which u given only. 
by the Biſhop of Rome, privately, maliciouſly, and inconſiderately, 
or with the Advice only of ſome few of his own mind, but what he 
determines upon a due examination of the thing, by the Advice and 
Counſel of many wiſe Men. 

To this the Proteſtor anſwers, that it # only an ungrounded 
and ill turned conſequence, that becauſe that is not to be accounted 
the judgment of the Apoſtolick See, which u given only by the Pope, 
privately, maliciouſly, and mconſiderately, or with the Advice only of 
{ome few of bis own mind, therefore this learned Prelates Expoſiti- 
en of the Catholick Faith 1s to be thrown by, as of no Authority; ſo 
that our Replier bas here concluded without any more ado, that the 
approbation of this Book was only given privately, maliciouſly, in 
conſiderately, or elſe with the Advzce only of ſome few of the Popes 
own mind, otherwiſe the Conſequence will not hold, But I thought 
Cans had told us, what was neceſlary to make the Popes ap- 
probationthe judgment of the Apoſtolick See, as wellas what 
hinders it from bcing ſo. That che Pope mult give judgment 
according to the due form and method of proceedings be- 
longing to the Apoſtolick Chair, in full Council, after due exa- 
mination, and with the Advice of many wiſe Men. Now I 
only deſire to know, whether the Pope in a full Council of 
Cardinals, did give judgment ex Cathedra, that the Biſhop 
of Condom's Book was a true Expoſition of the Catholick 
Faith ; For if he did not, though the Pope and all his Cardi- 
nals ſhould ſingly for themſelves give their own private judg- 
ment and approbation of it, according to Canw his rulegit is 
not 
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not the jadgment of the Apoſtolick See ; for it is a private 
jud » Whether it be malicious or not , whictrI was 
ſo tar from concluding without more ado, that, as the Proteſter 
obſerves, I did not fo much as tranſlate it, (though I put it 
in the Latine Quotation in the Margin,which is an argument 
I did not deſignedly conceal it) becauſe I choughe it was need- 
leſs to my no and yer the Conlequence holds good 
without it,ifit benota j ex Catbedra,it is noethe judg- 
ment of the Apoftolick See, which was all l intended to prove; 
and our Author in his long harangue has ſaidnothirig to prove 
thar it was, nay is fo far from that, that he avoided the very 
mentioning of that, becauſe he knew not what to lay to ir, 
Malitiouſly and inconſiderately were pretty words to delcant up- 
on, but the Cathedrachoaked him. 

The truth is, the principal Commendation,which is given 
to the Biſhop of Condom's Book, is, that it is a new way of 
dealing wich Hereticks, and that which chey hope may be 
more effe&tual than Diſputing has been ; but there is none of 
them, that make it the Rule, much leſs the only Rule ol 
the Catholick Faich. Cardinal de Bullonacquaints Cardinal 


Bona, that there are ſome (and he {peaks of Catholicks) who fand Card. Bon's 
Jome fault in it 5 and Cardinal Sigiſmond Chigi in his Letter to Letter. 


the Abbot of Dangeau, though he highly commends him, 
yet is far from allowing his Book to be the Standard of 
the Catholick Faith, or the Authentick Interpretation of the 
Corincil of Trent, when he tells the Abbot, certamly it was 
never his (Condom's) intention ro give the interpretation of the 
Tenets of the' Council, but only to deliver them in his Book rigot - 
ly explicated, in ſuch ſort, that Hereticks may be convinced : that 
is, he did not allow him to interpret che Council, but com- 
mends him for dealing with Hereticks in a new, and, as he 
thought, more advantageous method, than had been former- 
ly uſed ; and to this purpoſe the Pope commends him,that 6:1 
—_ the Catholick Kuth contains ſuch Dochrme, and 1 com- 
poſed in ſuch a method, and with ſo much prudence,tbat it is thereby 
rendred proper to inſtrutt the Readers clearly m few words, and t0 
extort even from the unwilling, s confeſſion. of the Catholick Fan. 
Now to methis ſeems to fall very ſhort 6! making the Biſhop's 
Expoſition the Authentick Interpretation. of the Council ol 
Trent ; that what ever the Biſhop of Condom lays, is the lenle 
of the Couticil, muſt be acknowledged co be ſo, though other, 
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and whoſe Books have been received with as univerfgl appro- 
bation, are of another mind ; and which ſignifies a little with 
us Proteſtants, where the plain words and reaſon' of the 
Council is againſt him. 
| would defire our Author to tell me,whether the Pope, when 
he approved the Biſhopof Condew's Book, did at the ſame time 
condemn Cardinal Bellarmin's, or thoſe. other Divines and 
Schoolmen, who give ſuch a different explication of the Coun- 
cil of Trevt, from what this Biſhop does ; if he did not, what 
Authority has he given tothis Expoſition » more thanany other 
Catholick Door may challenge ? Why may we nor, if we 
pleaſe, follow Belarmin, or Suarez, or Vaſquez,, or Cajetan, as 
well as Condom ? Our Author thinks it the ſhorteſt and ealjeſt 
way to decide this Controverſie whether he have truly Repre- 
ſ:need the Faith of a Papiſt, by making an experiment : 
Thus he conchaded his Reflections, p 19. Do but you, or any 
Friend for you (though I did not know before , that the 
Church oft Rowe would admit Proxies in the profeflion of 
our Faith) give your aſſent to thoſe Articles ofs Faith, as T 
have Repreſented it, in the wery form and manner ay I have ftated 
them, in that Charadter of a Papiſt Repreſented ; and if upon your 
Requeſt, you are not admitted mio the Communion of the Roman 
Catholicks, and owned to believe aright in all thoſe points, Il] the 
confeſi, that I have abuſed the World, that my Repreſenting is Miſ- 
repreſenting the Faith of the Papiſt, To this Tantwered in my 
Reply, p. 40. that I did believe that his Repreſentation 'was 
the Faith of a Papilt, excepting what concerned the depoſing 
Doctrine, amd ſome few other points, which I had before 
particularly remarked (not that this is the whole of what 
Papiſts believe, but that ir is right as far it goes) but we 
did not like his Faith ſo well, as he had Repretented it, asto 
make the experiment. This I thought had: been anſwer 
enough for any reaſonable man, bur in his Anſwer to the Re» 
ply, he is ſtill for new experiments, as being much eaſier than 
Diſputing, which he does not like, and now the trial is, That if 
notwithſt anding my refuſal to admit the depofing Dottrine, and the 
Popes Infallibiluty, - but as _— the Repreſentey (that is, not as 
Articles of Faith) I be not. judged ſufficiently qualified as to theſe 
poimts, to be received into the Communion of the Roman Carbolicks, 
then be will grant, that 1 bave Reaſon to charge the Repreſenter not 
to bawve done bus part in theſe particulars, that is, not to have 
twuly Repreſented the Faith of a Papilt, M 
ow 
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Now in anſwerto this, I beg his leave, that F may take my turn 
too in making Propoſak, and I will do it very gravely, without 
the leaſt ſmile, ſince I ſee he is offended at it, and that is this. 
Suppoſe I ſhould reſolve to be a thorough- Papilt, and in- 
ſtead of aſſenting to his Repreſentation, Idrather chuſethat 
Repreſentation, which Cardinal Bellarmine has made of the Faith 
of a Papiſt, who does not mince the marrer, as to worſhipping 
Images, and praying to Saints, and truſting in their aid and 
afliſtance,&c. who makesthe Pope's Infallibility and his Depofing 
Power an Article of Faith ; ſhould I be thought ſufficiently qua- 
litied, asto theſe Points (wherein the Cardinal expreſly contra- 
dicts and condemns our Authors, and the Biſhop ot Condemns Re- 
preſentation) tobe received intothe Communion of Roman Ca- 
tholicks? If I ſhould (and I will venture the Proteſtor to ſay, 
that I ſhould not) then if his Argument trom Experience be good; 
it is plain, that Cardinal Bellarmme has made a true Repreſen- 
tation of the Roman Catholick Faith ; and chus we have Expe- 
rience for both ſides, for Cardinal Belarmine, and for the Biſhop 
of Condom, and our Reprelenter ; and yet it is lomewhar ſtrange, 
they ſhould be all true Repreſenters, eſpecially in thoſe points, 
wherein they contradict cach other. 

This the Biſhop of Condom was aware of amd therefore con- 
cludes his Book with a Caution againſt it to thoſe, who ſhould 
think fit to anſwer it. That it would be a quitting the deſign of this 
Treatiſe, to examine the different Mathods which Catholick Dromes 


make uſe of, to eſtabliſh or explicate the Dottrme of the Corncil of Condoms x+. 
Trent, and the different Conſequences, which particular Doitors bave Poſ- p- 54. 


drawn from it, Which is a plain Confeſſion,that other Ca: holick 
Divines do not agreewith him in this Method,nor allow of choſe 
narrow Bounds, which he has ſet to the Catholick Faith ; and 
therefore it was wiſely done of him to perſwade his Anſwerers, 
to take no notice Of any ſuch Diſagreement,and it will be a greac 
piece of Civility and good Breeding in them not todo it ; but 
how other Catholick Divines will take this, I cannot cell. 
This is enough in all Conſcienceconcerning the Bilbop of Con- 
dom's Authority, which I mult {till ſay is norbing, when we ſpeak 
of an Authentick Rule of expoundling the Catholick Faich, in 
which ſence our Author appeals co him ; though we will allow 
him the Authority of a wile and prudent man,whole writings are 
publiſhed and approved by Publick Authority, as the writings ok 
other Catholick Doctors are, which is all the Authority we Pro. 
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teſtants give to our beſt Writers ; and therefore the Proteſtor 
has no reaſon to complain (as hedoes, p. 27.) of an aneven kind 
of Fuſtice and Reaſoning in this matter, and whoever deſires a 
more particular account of the Biſhop of Condom's Authority, 
and thoſe Glorious Teſtimonies which are given to his Book, 
if he be a reaſonable man, may find ſatisfaction in the Pre- 
face to the late Anſwer tothe Biſhop of Condow. — 
Butthetruth is, I know no reaſon there is for all this Diſpute, 
I told the Refleor before,that I did notlike his Faith,though it 
were as he has repreſented it; ſhould we allow che Biſhop of 
Condom's Ex — and his Character of a Papiſt repreſented, 
to contain the true Catholick Faith, and that this is the whole 
of what the Council of Trent has determined, yet I can never be 
of this Religion ; and ſince he was not ſatisfied with my bare 
telling him >, I will now give him ſome Reafons for it, and 
particularly ſhew him, whatit is Idiflike in A Meaux, 
the late Biſhop of Condow's Expoſition of the ine of the 
Church about the Object of Worſhip, Invocation of Saints, and 
Worſhip of Images, and take theflouriſhes of his Introduction 
into the bargain. And I chuſe theſe Heads, becauſe theſe are 


- the matters, wherein he PR_ appeals to the Biſhop-of 


Condom, and about which only he has offered any thing like 
an Argument, in his anſwer to my Reply : And 1 am as glad 
to take any opportunity of uſeful Diſcourle, as our Author 
ſeems cautious not to give any. And that neither he nor the 
Biſhop may have any occaſion of Quarrel, I ſhall obſerve the 
Directions the Biſhop has given to thoſe, who think fit co an- 
{wer to his Treatiſe. 

He tells us, To urge any thing ſolid againſt thu Treatiſe (the 


Condoms £x- Expoſition) and which may come home to the point, it muſt be pro- 
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ved, that the Churches Faith is not here faithfully expounded, and that 
by As which the ſame Church bas obliged ber ot to receive; or elſe it 
muſt be ſhewn, that thu Explication leaves all the Objeftions wn, their 
full force, and all the diſputes untouched ; or in fine it muſt be preciſely 
, in what this Doftrine ſubverts the foundations of Fanth. As 

for the firſt of theſe,it is done already to my hand, in rhe DoF#rmes 
and Prattices of the Church of Rome truly repreſented, im anſwer to 
the Papiſt miſ 90000 and repreſented. And he muſt be as bold a 
man, who will attempt to mend that Author, as who attempes 
to confute him. The other two I will have in my eye in ex- 
amining, as far as I am now concerned, Monſiewr de —_— 
iſhop 


| 


( 27) 
Biſhop of Condom his Expoſition of the Doctrine of the Church 
ia matters of Controyeriie. 


$ SC. --þ 
The Deſign of this Treatiſe. 


WE-* it poſſible to reconcile the Differences between us 

and the Church of Reme,only x a fair Repreſentation 
ofmattersin Controverſie between us ; I ſhould think it an ad- 
mirable Deſign ; and this being all the Author profeſſes to in- 
tend, cannot but highly commend his good Meaning in it;zwhe- 
ther he has ſhewn ſo much Skill and Judgment, in undertaking a 
Deſignin its own nature impracticable, I ſhall leave to the Rea- 
der to judge, when he has fairly heard both ſides. Had I known 
no more of the matter, but that the Reformation was begun by 
men brought-up in the Communion of the Church of Rome, 
and intimately acquainted with the Do&rines and Prattices of 
that Church; that ſome of theſe Corruptions, both before and 
ſince, have been complained of by men of that Communion ; 
that the Council of Trent, which was convened upon this occa- 
ſion, condemns many Do@trinesot the Reformers, as contrary 
tothe Catholick Faith, and guilty of Hereſic ; thar hoth betore 
and after this Council, there have been many V olumes written, 
and many fierce Diſputes between Popiſh and Proteſtant Di- 
vines, who have been men of as great Learning and true Un- 
derſtanding in theſe matrers, as any the Age has bred, whodid 
all this while believe, that there was a real and ſubſtancial dif- 
ference betweenthem : I ſay, when I conſider thef> things, I 
ſhould not venture, for the Reputation both of Papiſts and 
Proteſtants, eſpecially of the Council of Trent, to lay, That 
the Diſpute has been only about Words ; that Papiſts and 
Proteſtants, even the moſt Learned men among them, have 
miſtaken each others Propoſitions ; and that the only way to 
reconcile this Difference is (o to ſtate the Matter in Diſpute, 
that Papiſts and Proteſtants may underſtand cach other. I 
doubt not, but fierce men on both ſides, may have made this 
difference much wider than it is : but yet ſuch a difference 
there is, as no Repreſenting can cure, as I believe will appear 
by conſidering particulars. cm 
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SECT. IL 


Thoſe of the Reformed Religion atknowledge, that 
the Catholick Church embraces all the Fun- 
damental Articles of the Chriſtian Religion. 


Hatthe Church of Rome does profeſs to believe all the Prin- 
cipal and Fundamental Articles of Faith, as the Biſhop 
affirms, I readily grant ; but yet ſhe may hold Fundamental 
Errors, and deſtroy that Faith ſhe profeſſes, by other Doctrines 
deſtruRtive of the true Catholick Faith. That this is poſlible,he 
cannotdeny,tor men may believe inconſiſtent Propoſitions; and 
the deſign of his Book is ſo to explicate the peculiar Dodrines 
of che Church of Rowe,as to reconcile them with th2 Fundamen. 
tal Articles of Faith, which the Proteſtant Explication of.Po. 
piſh Doctrines contradicts and overthrows; which had been a 
very needleſs Undertaking, were it impoſſible for men, who 


| believe all che Fundamental Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, to 


believe any thing contrary to it. He might then have ſpaced 
his pains in vindicating and explaining particular Doctrines ; 
for it had been evidence enough, that ſuch Dodtrines and 
Practices do not overthrow any Fundamental Article of Faith, 
becauſe they are owned by ro Church, which proteſles to 
believe all Fundamental Articles. 

Andthereforel cannot well gueſs, what advantage he promiſed 
himſelffrom this. We may ſafely grant,that the Church of Rome 
believesall Fundamental Articles, and yet charge her with ſuch 
Doetrines and Practices, as deſtroy and tear up Foundations, 

He obſerves indeed from 24. Daile,that we ought not to charge 
men with believing fuchConſequences,asthey themlelvesdo for- 
mally reje&;nor do we charge any ſuch thing upon the Church 
of Rome,but M. Daille never (aid, that we may not charge mens 
Dodtrines and Practices wich ſuch Conſequences, as they, who 
teach theſe Dodctrines,diſown ; for M.Daille himſelf,in the place 
quoted by the Biſhop,charges the Opinion of the Lutherans,and 
of the Churchof Rome,abourthe manner of Chriſt's Preſencein 
theSacrament, with inferring the deſtruttion of the Humanity of Fe- 
ſas Chriſt: and therefore the Biſhop concludes too much,when 
he 
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he infers ; It x then 4 certain Maxime e ps amang it them; that 
they wal not in theſe caſes look poR fn "ou arg 
draws from a Doctrine, bug Purely nor what be pop avd eckpow- 
ledges, who teaches it. tthe ule 34 Daile makes of it, is only 
this : That when ſuch ill conſequences , as mens Dodtrines arc 
juſtly chargeable with, have no ill influence upon Worſhip, or as 
he Gents, no poyſon in them ; if they dilown ſuch conſequences, 
this ought not to break Chriſtian Communian. And therefore, 
b—_ no man ought to be received intothe Communion of the 
Church, who denies the Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt ; yet the Na- 
tional Synod at Charenten admits Lutherans to the Holy Table ; 
becauſe whatever might be interred from their Doctrine, yet they 
expreſly owned the Humanity of Chriſt ; and this Do&rinal con- 
ſequence was a meer ſpeculative Error,which madeno change at 
all in Acts of Worſhip; but when the conſequences are not meer- 
ly ſpeculative, but practical, and do not ſo much concern what 
other men believe, and think,as what we our ſelves are to do, as 
it is in the Worſhip of Saints and Images, and the Hoſt, &c. to 
ſay that we muſt have no regard to conſequences, if the Church 
diſowns them,is to ſay that we muſt not conſider the nature and 
tendency of our ARions, nor what they are in Gods account, 
but only what the Church thinks ofthem : and therefore though 
we willnot args the Church of Rome, with believing any conle- 
quences, which ſhe diſowns ; yet if her Do&rinesand Practices 
corrupt the Chriſtian Faith and Worſhip, it is fic to charge her 
with ſuch Corruptions ; and if the Charge be juſt, chough ſhe 
diſown it, it will juſtifie our Separation from her Communion. 


SECT. II. 
Religions Worſhip is terminated in God alone. 


T H E account the Biſhop gives of :hat Interior Adoration which 
u 4ue to God alone, is very found and Orthodox ; bat it con- 
fiſts principolly in belirumg be xs the Creator and Lord of all things, 
aud jn adhering to hi ih all the powers of owr Soul by Faith, Hope, 
and Charity,as to him aloneqwbo can render us happy by the Communt- 


cartay of an infinite Good, which « bimſe!/. But there are two things 
I except agaipit in Shs O6H0n, & not fairly ſtated ; Firlt, cag- 
cerning 


which may by Pag. 4. 
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cerning the exteriour marks of Adoration. Secondly, concerning 
the terminating of Religious reſo = 

As for the firſt ,he tells us, 


5 tmnteriour Adoration, which we ren- 


' der unto God in Spirit and m Truth,bas its exterior marks, of which the 


Fre a late 
TI: a(t of the 


ject of Reli- 


” vids Worſhip: 


principal is Sacrifice, which cannot be offered. to any but ro God. And 
with reſpect to the ſecond, he tells us, The ſame Church teaches ws, 
that all ReVigions Wirſhip ought to terminate in God, as its neceſſary 
end; and that if the Honour which ſhe renders to the Bleſſed Virgin, 
and to the Scints, may in ſome ſence be called Religious, it is for irs 
neceſſary relation to God. 

The Biſhop very well knew, that this is the main Seat of the 
Controverſic b2tween us,and had he intended by his Expoſition, 
to have putan end to our diſputes ; he ſhould have taken alittle 
more care abont this Point ; for as he has now ſtated it, he has 
left the martter juſt ashe found it. We ſay, That all Religions Wer- 
ſrip ought not only to terminate in God,as its neceſſary End ; but that 
God is the ſole and immediate ObjeR of all Religious Worſhip, 


and that we muſt worſhip none beſides him, as our Saviour ex- 


pounds the Law : Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lo hy God,and bim only 
ſhalt thou ſerve, Mat. 4. We have always denied any relative 
Worſhip to be due to Creatures ; for to worſhip Creatures, is to 
make them Gods, and it is no honour to the | fas God, to 
advance his own Creatures to divine Honours, to make more, 
though inferiour,Gods tor God's ſake. We ſay, all external As 
of Religious Worſhip, arc peculiar and appropriate to God, as 
well-as Sacrifice ; 7.4 ſince we maſt worſhip none but God, 
whatevercan be called Religious Worſhip,muſt be giventonone 
beſides him ; and the Biſhop has not dealt plainly in this mat- 
ter ; he ſays, that Sacrificecan be offered to none but God, but 
he has not told us,what he thinks of other external Aas of 
Worſhip,whether they may be paid to ſome excellent Creatures : 
for Gnce Sagrifice is not-a-natural bur inſticured Worſhip, if no- 
thing but Sacrifice is peculiar to God, then all extertral natural 
Worſhip is common to God and Creatures ; and then in the 
ſtate of Nature there could be no external and viſible difference 
between the worſhipof God and Creatures ; nor had there been 
any under the Goſpel neither, had not Chriſt inſtituted: his laſt 
Supper, which the Charch of Rome has transformed-into- a Sa- 

crifice of his natural Fleſh and Bloud. 
Thus wherr he ſays, that all Religious Worſhip ought to terminate 
in God; as its neceſſary end ; this ſeems to me an —__” 
prefhion : 
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preſlion: for Worſhip properly terminates in the Obje& to 
which it 15 given; andinchis ſenſe, if all Religious Worſhip muſt 
terminate in God, then all Religious Worſhip muſt be given to 
God, anda to noneelſe ; which is the true Catholick Faith, that 
God is only to be worſhipped.But then what becomes of that Re- 
ligious Worſhip which is given to the Virgin Mary, and Saints, in 
relation to God? Does not this Worſhip which is given to them, 
terminate in them,and not in God? Are not they the immediate 
and proper Objects of that Worſhip, which & given to them 2? 
And doesnot the Obje@ terminate the Worſhip? Is God the Ob- 
je& of that Worſhip, which they give to the Saints and Bleſled 
Virgin ? Then they cicher give that inferior degree of Worſhip 
to God, which is proper for Creatures, which is an affront to 
his Majeſty and Greatneſs ; or they give that Worſhip to Crea- 
tures, which is proper to God,which is Idolatry. Which plainly 
ſhews, that that Worſhip which is given to Creatures, is termi- 
nated in thoſe Creatures to which it is given ; and thereforeif 
an of Religious Worſhip be given to Creatures, all Re- 
ligious _ does not terminate in God, as he faid ic muſt ; 
and if all Religious Worſhip muſt terminate in God, then no 
Religious Worſhip muſt be given to Creatures, as he grants it 
may, to the Virgin Mary and Saints, 
es, you will ſay, that Worſhip which is given eo the Saints 
and Bleiled Virgin, terminates in God, becaule it is given them 
upon account ot their Relation to God ; but this is a great 
miſtake; their Relation to God can only ſerve for a realon why 
they are worſhipped, but cannot terminate that worſhip on God 
which ye to them ; becauſe not God, but they themſelves 
are the ObjeR, and the ultimate Object of chat Worſhip which 
is given to them, 
ough we ſhould grant that God is honoured by that Wor- 
ſhip which is given to ſome excellent Creatures, who. are his 
Friends and Favourices, yet the Hanour we do to God in this, is 
of a very different nature from that Wells which we pay to 
Creatures ; it does not conſiſt in this, that che worſhip we give 
to ' Creatures.is terminated on God, for it is terminated upoyr 
thoſe Creatures whom we worſhip ; but the Honour muſt con- 
ſiſt in the reaſon of our worſhip,that we worſhip them for God's 
ſake; It is an honourto God by interpretation and conſequence, 
as we intend it for God's Honour, or as God is pleaſed to think 
himſelf honoured by itz but it - no at of Worſhip to God, and 
2 there- 
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therefore hot terminated on him. The Worſhip can go no fur- 
ther rhani irs proper Obje&, though the Reaſon of the Worſhip 
may: For there isa great deal of difference betwesn an Obyje&, 
and a Medium of Worſhip; a Medium of Worſhip, which isonly 
a repreſentative Obje&, receives our Worſhip, but does not ter- 
minate it, but convey it to that I—_—_ becauſe it 
is worſhipped only in the place and of another, as it is in 
that Worſhip which is given to the Images of Chriſt and the 
Saints ; which ſome Divinesofthe Church of Rowe tell us, is not 
terminated on the Images, but on Chriſt or the Sainrs repreſen- 
ted by thoſe Images; but a proper Obje& of Worſhip, which re- 
ccives worſhip in its own proper perſon, for whatſoever reaſon it 
is worſhipped, it terminates the Worſhip 5 che Worſhip which 
is piven to it, goes not beyond it felf, though the Reaſon of the 
Worſhip may reach farther, and be thought to reflet ſome Ho- 
nour upon God, and to teſtifie our Love and Reverence for him, 
by that Worſhip we pay to thoſe who are dear to him. So that 

we do give Religious Worſhip to the Virgin Mary and Saints, 
fach Worſhip is terminated on them, and then all Religious 
Worſhip is not terminated on God, as he ſays the Church of [Rome 
reaches it muft be, which yet reaches alſo the worſhipof Saints 
and the Bleſſed Virgin. Merthinks he ſhould have taken care to 
have ſtated this matter a little plainer: for if he cannot reconcile 
the Dodtrine and Pradtice of the Church together, I fear his Ex- 
poſition will rather increaſe than end controverſies, 

Thus how doubtfully does he ſpeak ; If rhe Honowi ſhe renders 
te the Bleſſed Virgin and to the Saints, may, in ſome ſenſe, be called 
Religions, it is for its neceſſary Relation to God, Why does he not 
telj us plainly, whether this Honour the Church of Rome pives 
to Saints and the Virgin, be Religious or not, and in what 
ie may be called Religious Honour ? If he uridertake to expound 
the Catholick Faith, why does he not doit? Why does he ſpeak 
ſo cautiouſly ? as if he were afraid to own whar the Faith ofthe 
Church is in this point : which yet is'a very material one, and 
very neceſſary to be truly ſtated. Thus I can underſtand how 
the Honour which is given to Creatures, may have relation to 
God,viz. becauſe we honour them for God's ſake, and upon ac- 
count of their relation to him; but I do not-underftand how this 
relation to God, makes the Honour of Creatures a Religibus Ho- 
Boer. For though we honour Creatures for God's ſake; yet the 
Honour we give to Creatures mult be fixable to their own Na- 
tures, 
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tares, and therefore not that Religious Honotir which is proper 
to God only: As when we honour a man for the ſake of our Fa- 
ther, or our Prince, we do not give him that Honour which is 
proper to out Father, or our Prince, though we honour him for 
their ſakes. And therefore if the Church of Rome does give Reli- 
gious Honour to any Creatures, it will not juſtific her, in giving 
Religious Honour to Creatures, that ſhe honours them for God's 
lake ; for Creatures are Creatures ſtill,chough never fo nearly re- 
lated to God, and therefore not capable of Religious Honours. 
So that Ido not fee how this Explication, if it may be fo called, 
takes off afy Objedion, that was ever made againſt the Church of 
Rome, aboutthe Object of Religious Worſhip. For if by all Religt- 
ous Worſhip berng terminated on God, he means, that no other Being 
muſt be religioufly worſhi but only God ; then this is an 
invincible ObjeRion againſt that Religious Worſhip, which the 
Church f Rome gives to che Bleſſed Virgin, and to Saints and An- 
gels. If he means by it, that Religious Worſhip may be given to 
other beings beſides God, ſo it be all terminated in God, then all 
the other Objettions, againſt worſhipping any other Being beſides 
God ,areinfull force ſtil}, notwithſtanding his Explication : their 
Relation ts God will not juſtific che Religious Worſhip of Crea- 
eures;,and ic is contrary to all Senſe and Reaſon to ſay, That the 
Worſhip which is given to Creatures, is terminated on God. 


SECT. IV. 
Invocation of Saints. 


the —_— Rome gives to- Saints departed, who now 
reign with Chrift in Heaven, as the Council of Trent teaches. 
x. it is to give them that Religious Worſhap which is due 
only to God. 2. That it makes them our Mediators and Inter- 
horn in Heaven, which is an Honour peculiar to Chriſt. Now 
M. de Meaxx, and after him, the Author of the Character, think 
to remove theſe Obje&ions, only by explaining the Dodtrine of 
their Church abont this matter 3 and L ſhall diltinQly conſider, 


what hoy oy. 99 each of theſe. 
1. As for the firſt, Lora won Sov Saints they do-not give 
tremchat Worſhip, which. is to God, they think-is evi- 


dent 


TR are two great Opinions againſt that Worſhip which 
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dent from hence, That the Council of. Trent and the Catechiſm 
ad Parochos teaches them only, to pray to Saints to pray for them: 
The Biſhop takes great pains to prove this to be the ſenſe of the 
Council, and therefore, That in what terms ſoever thoſe Prayers, 
which we addreſs to Saints, are couched, the Intention of the Church, 
and of her Faithful, redaces them always to this Form. Now I will 
not diſputc this matter at preſent, but refer my Reader to the 
Anſwer to a Papiſt Miſ-repreſented. ; 

But let us ſuppoſe, that this is all the Church of Rome intends by 
it, that we ſhould only pray to the Saints to pray for us, what 
advantage can they make of this ? Yes, laysthe Advertiſement 
betore the Biſhops Expoſition, p. 12. To pray to Saints only to pray 
for ws, is a kind of Prayer, which by its own nature, is ſo far from be- 
wg reſerved by an Independent Being to himſelf, it can never be ad- 
dreſſed to him : That is,we mult never pray to God to pray for us ; 
and theretore ſuch a Prayer is no part of that Worſhip which is 
due to God. And he adds, If this Forms of Prayer, pray for us, di- 
miiſhed the truſt we have in God, it would be no leſs condemnable to 
w/e it to the Living than to the Dead ; and St, Paul would nat bave 
ſaid ſo often, Brethren, pray for us: the whole Seripture 1s full. of 
Prayers of this nature. Thus the Author of the Character tells us, 
In this he does not at all neglett coming to God, or rob bim of bis honour, 
but diretting all bis Prayers up to him,and making him the ultimateObjett 
of all his Petitions, He only deſires ſometimes the juſt on Earth, ſometimes 
thoſe in Heaven, to joyn their Prayers to his, that ſo the number of Peti- 
rioners being increaſed, the Petition may find better acceptance in the 
ſight of God : and this is not to make them Gods, but only Petitioners to 
God: He having no hopes of obtaining any thing, but of God alone. 

This is the leaſt that can poſſibly be made of that Worſhip 
they give to Saints, which is not reconcileable wich their practice 
neither ; and if it ſhould appear,thatchis (as little as it is thought 
tobe) is to give that Worſhip to Creatures, which is due to God, 
they muſt een: reje&t praying /to Saints to pray for them , , as 
they now do; truſting in their aid and afliſtances, and power to 
keep them. 

Now I only ask, whether Prayer benot an At of Religion,and 
a worſhip due to God ? if ic be not, why do they pray to God? it. 
it be, then they give the worſhip of God to Saints, when they 
pray tothem. Forit is not ſo much the matter of our Prayer, as 
the nature of Prayer, which makes it an A& of Religion. We 
may pray to God for thole things, which men can give,viz- __ 

an 
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and Raiment, and yet thele are as religious Prayers,as when we 
ask ſuch things of God,as none can give but himſelf ; and by che 
ſame reaſon, though we pray to Saints only to do that for us, 
which a creature can do, that is, only to pray to God for us ; 
yet our very praying to them is an A of religious worſhip, 
which is due only to God. 

Thetruth is, I am {o dull,that I cannot ſee what makes theſe 
new Reformers of the Roman-Catholick Doctrine and Worthip, 
ſo ſhy of owning any other aid and aſſiſtance, which they expect 
from the Saints, bur only their Prayers for them : for this makes 
no alteration at all in the nature of that worſhip, they pay to 
them. For ſuppoſe the Saints in Heaven (who now reign wich 
Chrift, asthe Council affirms) were intruſted with the Guardian- 


ſhip of men, and the care of Saints on Earth, as Cardinal Bellar- 8-12m. de 
mme exprelly ſays they are ; might we not as Jawtully pray to fandt. bearir, 


them to-employ that power God has committed to them, for our 


good and happineſs, as to uſe their intereſt with God for us by © 


their Prayers? Does one exalt you more above :*:c condition of 
creaturesthan the other ? May wenot beg ovr þyizzJz on Earcthto 
relieve our wantsand neceſlities,as well as to pray torus ? And if 
= 00 mp ofourFriends on Earth, will;juſtific our pray- 
ing tothe Saints in Heaven to pray for us, our asking an Alms 
on Earth,will equally juſtifie our begging the aid any aſliſtance, 
as well as Prayers, of.che Saints in Heaven ; and then we are juſt 


where we were.And it everthere were any good Arguments a- 


gainſt praying to Saints, they are all good ſtill, though they pray 
toSaints only to pray for them : which is my only-bulinels ar pre- 
ſent, to ſhew (according tothe Biſhop'sdelire) that bis Explication 
leaves all the Objections in full force,and all the Diſputes untouched. 

So that ſetting alide the matter of our Prayers, or what it is 
we ask, whicli makes no alteration in this caſe, the inquiry is, 
Whether when we pray to Saints, we do not give that worlhip 
to them which is peculiar and appropriate to God ? 

Now the Church of Rome is (o far from thinking ſuch Prayers 
to be the peculiac worſhipdue to God,that ſhe thinksit as inno- 
cent to pray tothe Saints in Heaven to pray for us,as it 15 to de» 
ſire the Prayers of our Chriſtian Brethren on Earth. The Biſhop 
ſays, The Ch 
reaches ws to pray to them in the ſame ſpirit of Charity and according 0 
the ſarne order of fraternal Socety which maves us todemand ajjiſt ance 


of our Brethren living. on Earth. I he Character to the lame purpole 


makes. 


l. 1. C.20, & 
2, B&:. 


urch in teaching us, that it 1s profitable to pray to Samis, Vag. 6, 
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makes our deſiring ſometimes the Saints on Earth, ſamerimes thoſe in 
Heaven, to jojn their Prayers with ours, to be Actions of the very 
ſamenature, and equally lawful. This is the true pinch of the 
Controverſic, and here it is we part with the Church of Rome ; 
that we think there is ſome difference between ſpeaking to our 
Chriſtian Brethren on Earth, whom we (ee, and converſe with, 
and praying to the Saints in Heaven, with all the external cx- 
preflions ot Religious Worſhip and Adoration : The firlt is to 
converſe with them as men ; the ſecond is ſuch a manner of 
Addreſs, as is proper only for a God. | 

To pray to Saints, is ſomewhat more than to deſire our Chri- 
ſtian Friends to pray for us; it is ſuppliciter eos inwocare, as the 
Council of Trent "ar h to invoke them, or call on them, in the 
manner of Supplicants; ſothat this muſt be acknowledged a Wor- 
ſhip of the Sairits; and then it muſt be cither a civil or religious 
Worſhip; and which of thele two it is, muſt be known by the 
manner of paying it. And therefore when all the circumſtances 
of worſhip are religious, we muſt acknowledge the worſhip to be 
religious too: 'Suth as praying to them in religious , in 
Churches and Chappels, and at confecrated Altars, with bended 
knees, and hands and eyes lifted up, in a very devout manner, 
when they ſee nobody to ſpeak to, or to receive their Addreſſes, 
unleſs it be the Image of the Saint they worſhip. Thus ſome 
Nations worſhip their Gods, but no People ever paid their civil 
reſpects to each other in this manner. 

But as I obſerved in my Reply, ( p. 66.) There « que infallible dj- 
ſtinition between civil and religions worſhip between the worſhip of God 
and men: That the worſhip of the inviſible Inbabitants of the other 
World, has always been accounted religious worſhip. Cyvil refpetts are 
confined to this World,as all natural and civil Relations, which are the 
foundation of civil reſpets, are ; but we bave no intercourſe with the 
other World, but what u veligiom. And therefore as the different kind: 
and degrees of civil honour are diſtinguiſhed by the ſight of the Obje&, 
ro which they are paid though the external as and expreſſions ave the 
ſame ; as when men bow the body,and are uncovered you know what kind 
of honour it us, by ſeeing who is preſent, whether their Father, thei 
Friend, or thew Prince, or ſome other Honourable Perſon : So the woſt 
certain mark of diſtinition between civil and religious worſhip is this, 
that the one velates to this World, the other to the mnwoiſeble ern, 
| Sm In chis laſt Paragraph che Proteſter lays (p. 35.) #+ 

a Conſequence and Compariſon, and beth ſo excellent tn their kinds, 


that 
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that if any better connexion can be found in them, then between the Mo- 
nument and the May-pole, it mu#ft be by one, who has found one trick 
more im Logick, than ever Ariſtotle knew. Sometimes indeed, Ar: 
"wg Logick does not do ſuch feats, as one would expe; bur a 
ictle natural Logick, called common Senſe, would have thewed 
him the connexion. For I think, there is ſome ſence in laying, 
that as the different degrees of civil honour, though moſt of the 
external ſigns of honour be the ſame, ſuch as kneeling, bowing 
the body, uncovering the head, may yet be diſtinguiſhed by che 

reſence of the Obje, to which it is paid ; whether it be our 

ather, or our Prince : So though the external ſigns of civil and 
religious honour, are in many inſtances the ſame, yet civil and 
religious worſhip may be viſibly diſtinguiſhed, by the Obje& to 
which it is given: For civil worſhip can belong only to the Inha- 
bitants of this World ; but whatever worſhip is given to the invi- 
ſible Inhabitants of the other World, is religious. 

Now if this be ſo, then to pray to Saints, now they are re- 
moved out of this World into arr inviſible ſtate, is to give reli- 
gious worſhip to themz which makes a vaſt difference berween 
praying to the Saints in Heaven to pray for us, and ſpeaking to 
our fellow-GChriſtians on Earth to pray tor us. 

The Proteſtor is willing to grant, or at leaſt ſuppoſe, that the 
honour or worſhip, which is given to the inviſible Inhabitancs of 
the other World, is religious worſhip ; bur ſtill he ſays, it re- 


mainsto be proved, hat all religions reſpeF and honour i ſoa drvine, P apijts Pre- 
honour, as to make aGod of the thing, to which it 35 paid, at leaf con- *!* P+ 33+ 


ſtruttroely : ThisI think, isnohard matter to do; but I ſhallfuſt 
conſider his Arguments againſt it, and all that he ſays, is, That if 
it be true, it proves too much, and will bring my ſelf in for a ſhare with 
chem, in giving religious worſhip to creatures, and fo making 
Gods of them, at leaſt conſtructively. He inſtances in that Cuſtom 
of bowing to the Altar, or Communion Table, as he calls it, and bow- 
ing at the Name of p/n » but this ſhail beconſidered, when I come 
to the worſhip of Images. His other inſtances concern that religious 
reſpett, which we allow due to ſacred places and things, and a religious 
decency to the bodies of Saints and Martyrs ; but what is this to a 
religious worſhip. The reſpe&t we ſhew to ſuch things and places, 
is no more than a civil reſpe&t which conliſts in a d<cent ulage, 
in ſeparating them from vile and common purpoſes ; and 
it is called a religious reſpe&, not from the nature of the re- 
ſpe, but from the reaſon, why wy give it, Vis. out of reverence 

to 
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to God, to whoſe worſhip they are ſeparated. Thus that loveand 
honour we pay toa living Saint, though it riſe no higher than the 
exprefſions of a civil reſpe&, may be ſaid to bereligious, when we 
love and honour them for God's ſake; but this is an external deno- 
mination from the Cauſe and motive, not from the nature of the 
Ac,and therefore cannot make Gods of them, becauſeirisnotreli- 
gious worſhip ; but to give proper religious worſhiptoany Being, 
is to give it that worſhip, which is proper only to God, which 
is the only way to make any Being a God, which isnot a God. 

Now if this be a true notion, that all worſhip, which is given 
to the inviſible Inhabitants of the other World, is religious wor- 
ſhip, I will eaſily prove, that we muſt worſhip no other inviſible 
Being, but God alone, and therefore cannot pray to Saints in 
Heaven, without giving the worſhip of God to them. 

And my reaſon is this, Becauſe God challenges all religious 
worſhip to himſelf; as our Saviour tells us, Thou ſhalt worſhip the 
Lord thy God, and bim only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matth. 4. It ſeems to 
me a very needleſs diſpute, what is the peculiar and incommuni- 
cable Worſhip, which muſt be given to none but the Supreme 
God,when God has appropriated all Religious Worſhip to himſelf, 
whatever a& of Religious Worſhip God requires us to _ him. 
ſelf, muſtbe given to none elſe; and therefore if all worſhip paid 
to inviſible Beings, be in its own Nature Religious Worſhip, we 
muſt worſhip no Inviſible Being, but only God. Forif all Wor. 
ſhip of Inviſible Beings be Religious, and God challenges all Reli- 
Fw Worlhip to himſelf, then we muſt Worſhip no Inviſible 

eing but only God ; for to worſhipany other Inviſible Being, is 
to give Religious Worſhip to that, which is not God. 

But the Proteſtor thinks I ought to have allowed, for the diffe- 
rent Kinds and Degrees of Religious, as well as Cruil Honour, Such I 
ſuppoſe as they call their Latria or Dulia, Supreme or Subordi- 
nate Abſolute or Relative, Sy or Tranſient Worſhip ; 
but there is no place for theſe different Degrees and Diſtin&tions 
of Religious Worſhip, if we muſt Worſhip no other Inviſible Be- 
ing, but only God; for if there be but one Object of Religious 
Worſhip, there is no necd to diſtinguiſh this Worſhip into diffe- 
rent Kinds and Degrees, as Civil Worſhip is, which has very 
nemerous and very different Objeas. If we muſt give no Wor- 
ſhip to any inviſible Being beſides God, it is ridiculous to diſpute, 
what Degree of Worſhip we may lawfully give them, when we 
muſt give them none. FAX 
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And itis a good Argument, that there are no different Kinds of 

Religious Worſhip; one which is Supreme and Soveraign,and due 
to the one Supreme God ; other Inferiour and Subordinate De- 
grees of Worſhip, which may be paid to thoſe Excellent Spirits, 
which are very dearto God, and the Miniſters of his Providence ; 
becaule there are no external and viſible Signs, to diſtinguiſh be- 
tween ſuch different Degrees of Religious Worſhip. As Civil 
Worſhipis confined to the Inhabitants of this World, and is there- 
by diſtinguiſhed from Religious Worſhip ; ſo the different De- 
grees of civil Honour, though the External Signs and Expretſions 
of it are the ſame, are diſtinguiſhed by the viſible Preſence of 
the Object ro which it is paid ; for when a man bows or unco- 
vers his head, we know what kind of Honour it is, by conlidering 
the Relation, or the Quality of the Perſon, to whom it is paid, 
wherher he be a Father, a Prince, or a wiſe and good man. But 
if there were more Inviſible Beings than one to worſhip, though 
there might be different Degrees of Internal Honour and Wor- 
ſhip paid co them, according to the different Apprehenſiens men 
had of cheir ſeveral Degrees of Perfe&ion ; yet the External 
Signs of Worſhip muſt be the ſame in all. And thus there would 
be no viſible aiſtin&ion, between the Worſhip of the Supreme 
God, and Created Spirits, and Glorified Souls of dead men ; and 
therefore if ic be neceſſary to diſtinguiſh, between the Worſhip 
of God and Creatures, we muſt Worſhip no Inviſible Being ; 
but only the Supreme God. 

The Proteſtor propoſes ſome ways, whereby the different kinds 


and degrees of Religious Worſhip may be diſt inguijhed ; as by the inten- Pag, 35+ 


tion of the Giver ; but this is not a viſible Diſtin&tion : For mens 
intentions are private to themſelves, and there is no difference 
in the Viſible Acts of Worſhip, to make luch a diſtin&ion, or by 
ſome Vifible Repreſentation ; that is, by Images: "ThisI grant, would 
make as viſible a Diſtintion between the Worſhip of God, and 
Chriſt, and the Virgin Mary, as the prelence of the perſon diſtin- 
thhes the Kinds and Degrees of Civil Honour, for when we 
ice, whoſe Image they worſhip, we may certainly tell what Being 
they dire their Worſhip to ; but the faule of chis is, that it is 
forbid by the Law of God; of which more in the nexc Section ; 
or by Determmation of other Circumſtances, but what thele are, 1 
cannot teMl, and therefore can ſay nothing to it. ; 
The Church of Rome indeed does appropriate the Sacrifice of 
the Maſs toGod as his peculiar Vans muſt not be given 
2 to 
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to any other —_ and if this be ſo,thea indeed we can certain 
ly tell, when we ſee a Prieſt offering the Sacrifice of the Mals, 
that he offers it to the Supreme God ; bur there are 2 great many 
other Acts of Worſhip, which we owe to God, b-ſjiics the Sacrt- 
fice of the Maſs, and in every A& of Worihip, Go ought to be 
viſibly diſtinguiſhed from Creatures; and yer it all the ocher Ex- 
ternal Acts of Worſhip be common to Gol, and Creatures, where 
is the diftintion? And yet the Sacritice of the Mal> can be of- 
fered only by the Prielt, ſo that the whole | ajety cannot pertorm 
any one At of Worſhip to God, which is peculiar to him, and 
tl;cretore can make no Viſible Diltin&ion in theic Worthip be- 
tween God and Cicatures. 

And yet the very Sacritice of the Maf>, is not fo appropriated 
to God in the Church of Rome, but that it is offered to God 
in Honour of the Saints. This the Biſhop of Condom ( p. 7.) 
endeavours to excule by ſaying ; Tha Honour which we render them 
( the Saints ) in Sacrificmg, conſijts in naming them in the Prayers we 
offer up to God, as his Faithful Servants, and in rendring him thanks 


for the Vidories they have gained, and in humbly beſeechmg him, that 


he would wouchſafe to favour ns by their Interceſſion. 

Now it is very true, according to the Council of Trent, the 
Prieſt offers the Sacrifice only to God, but they do ſomewhat 
m re than name the Saints in their Prayers, tor they offer the Sa- 
critics in Honour to the Saints, as well as to God, which the Bi- 
ſhops calls ro Honour the Memory of the Samts : Now if Sacrifice be 
an At of Honour and Worſhip to God, it ſounds very odly to 
worthip or honour God for the Honour of his Saints, which 
{zems to make God only the Medium of Worſhip to the Saints, 
who arethe terminative object ef it ; and that the Saints are con- 
cerned in this Sacrifice appears from this, That by this Sacrifice 
they implore the Interceſſion of the Saints, that thoſe whoſe Memories 
we celebrate on Earth, would wouchſafe to intercede for us in Heaven. 
The Biſhop tranſlates implorat by Demand, for what reaſon I can- 
not tell ; and makes this Imploring or Beſeeching, to refer to God, 
not totheSaints, whoſe Patronage, Patrocmmia, and Interceflion they 
pray,they would vouchſate them,contrary tothe plain Senſe of the 
Council,and Ithink to common Senſe too ; For I do not well un- 
derſtand offering Sacrificeto God, that he may procure for us the 
Interceflion of the Saints, for if he can be per[waded to favour us 
ſo far, as to intercede with the Saints to be our Interceſſors, he 
may as-well grant our Requeſts without their Interceflion; and 
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yet the Biſhop was very ſenſible, that if we offer up our Prayers 
tothe Saints in the Sacrifice of the Maſs, it does inevicably enticle 


them tothe Worſhip of that Sacrifice, which, they ſay, muſt be Sr. Aug. de C:i- 
offered only to God. He alledges indecd St. Auſtm's Authority, vi D#, P. 8. 
who underitood nothing of this Myſtery of the Sacrifice of the © ?7: 


Maſs, and how far he was from thinking of any thing of chis na- 
ture, is evident to any man, who conſults the place. 

But the Church of Rome (as the Biſhop obſerves p. 8.) has 
been charged by ſome of the Retormation, not only with giving 
the Worſhip of God to Creatures, when they pray to the Saints, 
but with attributing the Divine Perfections co them, tuch as 4 
certain kind of Immenſity and Knowledge of the Secrets of Hearts ; for 
it they be not preſent in all places, where they are Worſhipped, 
how can they hear the Prayers, which are made tothem at luch 
diſtant places at the ſame time? If they do not know our thoughts, 
How can they underſtand thoſe mental Prayers,which are offered 
tothem withour Words, only in our ſecret Thoughts and De- 
ſires; for even ſuch Prayers are expreſly allowed by the Council, 
voce wel mente. 

Now to this he anſwers very well, that though they believe 
the Saints do by one means or other know the Prayers, which are 
made to them, either by the Miniſtry and Communication of Angels, 
or by a particular Revelation j5om God, or im bus Divine Eſſence, im 
which all Truth is compriſed ; yet never any Catholick, yet thought, the 
Saints knew our Neceſſities by their own power, no nor the Deſires which 
move #s t0 Addreſs our ſecret Prayers to them. And to ſay a Creature 
may have a knowledge of theſe thing s,by a light communicated to them 
by God, i not to elevate a Creature above bu Condition. This I 
grant, and therefore do acknowledge, that they do not attribute 
the Divine Perfeions of Omnilcience and Omniprelence tothe 
Saints, either in thought ar word, but yet actions have as natu- 
ral a ſignification as words ; and it we give them ſuch a Wor- 
ſhip, as naturally ſignifies Omniſcience and Omnipreſence, our 
Worſhip attributes che incommunicable Perfections of Gad to 
them. For itis unnatural andabſurd to Worſhip a Being, whois 
not preſent to receive our Worſhip ; to ſpeak to a Being, who 
does not, and cannot hear us ; and fince God has made us reaſo- 
nable Creatures, to underſtand what we do, and why, he inter- 
prets our ations, as well as words and thoughts, according to 
their natural ſignification. And herein the naturalevilof Crea- 
tuce-worſhip conſiſts, That every AR of Religious Worſhip does 


naturally 
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naturally involve in it a Confeflion of ſome excellency and per- 
fetion, which is above a created nature, and thereby (whatever 
the Worſhipper thinks or intend) does atrribute the incommu- 
nicable Glory of God to Creatures. 

If the Saints are not preſent in all places to hear thoſe Prayers 
which are made to them andif they cannot hear in Heaven, what 
we lay to them on Earth, by their own Power, then Prayer is a 
Worſkip, which is not due to their nature, even in a glorified 
ſtate. For no Being can have a right to our Prayers, who can- 
not hear them ; and though we ſhould grant, that God reveals 
our Prayers to them, yet to know by Revelation is not to hear. 
In this caſe all that can bo reaſonable tor us to do, is only ſecretly 
to deſire, that the Saints would pray for us, which God can re- 
veal to them, ifhe pleaſes, as well as our Prayers ; but it can ne- 
ver be reaſonable to pray to thoſe, who cannot hear us. 

And if Prayer cannot be due to a created Nature in its moſt 
exalted ſtate, becauſe no Creature can be preſent in all places to 
hear our Prayers, then if it be a proper Worſhip for Creatures, 
it muſt be ſo by a poſitive Inſtitution of God ; but then they 
muſt ſhew an expreſs Command for it, and when they can do 


that, we will diſpate the reaſon of the thing no longer. 


And thisis a manifeſt reaſon, why we ſhould worſhip noothec 
inviſible Being beſides God, becauſe no other inviſible Being is ca- 
pable of our Worſhip. God alone fills all places, and therefore 
may be my though we do not ſee him, for he is preſent 
every-where to hear our Prayers ; but we cannot know, that any 
Being, of a limited preſence, is preſent with us, unleſs we lee it ; 
and it is unnatural co pray to any Being, who is not preſent to 
hear us. 

And though the Church of Rome does not direMly and poſitive- 
ly attribute any divine Perfe&tions to Saints, yer mankind are ſo 
naturally prone;to aſcribea kind of Divinity to immortal and in- 
viſible Spirits, that this is a ſtfficient reafon, why God ſhould 
not allow the worſhip of any inviſible Spirits. For after all that 
can be ſaid to the contrary, it is a mighty temptation to men, at 
leaſt to make inferior Deities of thoſe, to whom they conſtantly 
pay divine honours. 

And though they donot attribute to Saints,a natural power to 
know our Thoughts, and to hear our Prayers, and to anſwer 
them : yet if this ſupernatural gift and power, wherebythey do 
it, be as conſtant, and att as certainly as nature does, it is as 
great 
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t and adorablea perfection, as if it were natural : forſince all 
created Excellencies are the Gitt of God, what mighty difference 
isthere berween a natural and ſupernatural perfection, or gift, it 
that which is fupernatural, be as certain and laſting, and that 
which they can as conſtantly uſe, asthat which is natural. As to 
taketheirowninſtance : Were thc Gitt of Propheſie, which God 
beſtowed on ſome in former Apes, as conſtant and certain, as 
natural knowledge ; that they could uſe this Gitt, whenever they 
pleaſed, and as conſtantly forerel things to come, as they could 
reaſon and diſcourſe ; what difference would there be in this 
cale, berween a natural and ſupernatural knowledge of future 
things : truly no more but this 3 That a natural knowledge is 
a perfection, which God did originally beſtow upon our Na- 
ture : ſupernatural knowledge is an additional perte&ion, but 
yet upon this ſuppoſition, as inſeparably annexed to our Na- 
cures, as natural knowledge, and always as ready tor ulc asthat ; 
which 1 think, would make ſuch a Prophet as truly venerable, as 
it Propheſie were natural to him. 

Thus it is in this preſent cale. If the Saints know our Prayers, 
by what means ſoever they do it, it muſt be as conltane and laſlt- 
ing a Gift, as if it were natural ; that is, they mult as certainly 
know when, and what we pray fer, every time we pray, as it 
they were preſent to hear us. For it they do not always know 
our Prayers, we can never know, when to pray, and can never 
have any ſecurity of their Intercefſion for us ; many thouſand 
Ave Maries may be every day loſt, and turn tono account ; and it 
they do conſtantly know this by a ſupernatural Gift, it is as glo- 
rious a perfe&tion, as if this knowledge were natural. Mankind 
do not lo critically diſtinguiſh berween natural and ſupernatural 
Gifts; in whomſoever thels perſeRions are, they are divine, and 
ſuch Creatures have a ſupernatural kind of Divinity annexed to 
their natures ; they are made Gods, th not Gods by nature, 
which is as much as any people believe of cheir interior Deirics, 
who believe but one Supreme and Soveraign God, who is a God 
by nature. 

And yet the Author of the Character of A Papi#t Repreſent- 
ed, gives ſome inſtances, which would perſwade us, that the 
Saints have a natural knowledge of our Prayers. "Fhus he 
tells us, That Abraham beard the Petitions of Dives, who was yet 
at a preater diſtance, even in Hell, and told him bkewiſe his man- 


ner of Irving, while as yet on Earth, (p. 4.) Now not to ask, how 
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he comes ſo exaaly to know, where Hell is, and that it is at 
a greater diſtance from Heaven, than the Earth is: If chere 
be any force in this Argument, it muſt prove, that the Saints 
have a natural knowledge of our Prayers, though at fo great a 
diſtance from us, as Heaven is: That they ſee, and hear us, as 
Abraham did Drves,though we cannot ſee and hear them,as Dzves 
did Abraham ; which might have ſatisfied him, ſince he thinks fit 
to realon from Parables, that whatſoever diſtance there is be- 
eween Heaven and Hell, there is a greater communication be- 
ewcenthem, than between Heaven and Earth. However our Sa- 
viour cannot here ſpeak of any ſupernatural gift, whereby Abre- 
ham ſaw and heard Dives in Hell ; unleſs we will lay, that Dives 
did by aſupernatural gift alſo, ſee and hear Abrabamin Heaven 
and thetetore if this prove any thing, it proves, that Saints know 
and hear our Prayers by their own natural powers. 

Thus he adds, That the wery Devils bear thoſe deſperate Wretches 
who callon them; and why then ſhould he doubt, that Samnts want this 

riziledge im ſome manner granted to ſmful men and wicked ſfirits, 

t though hecallsthis a Priviledge, 1 ſuppoſe, he means a natu- 
ral one, unleſs he thinks, that the Devils hear Witches by a ſuper- 
natural revelation, as the Saints in Heaven hear the Prayers of the 
Saints on Earth : But I always thought, that Devils had been a 
little nearer bad men, than the Saints in Heaven are to us on 
Earth ; for they are confined to this lower Region, and there- 
fore are oſten ſonear, asto ſee and hear bad men, thoughthey are 
inviſible themſelves: and this is one reaſon, why God will not 
allow us to worſhip any inviſible Spirits, becauſe though we 
ſhould intend only to worſhip good Spirits, and glorified Saints, 
yet bad Spirits, who are near and preſent, as having their reſi- 
dence in the Air, as the Devil is called the Prince of the Power 
of the Air, do aſſume this 70> > per and both cor- 
ruptthe Worſhip, and abuſe their Votaries, with lying Wonders. 
Thus they did in the times of Paganiſm, and whetherthey have 
more reverence for the Chriſtian Saints, than they had tor the 
Pagan Deities, in aſſumingtheir Names and Worſkip, let others 
conſider. | 

But co return to the Biſhop. He having allured us, that the 
Church of Rome does not aſcribe any divine perfections to the 
Saints (of which the Reader may judge by what I have alrea- 
dy diſcourſed) he thus concludes, I: s therefore true, that by 
examining what are our interiour Sentiment s concerning the Saints, , 
Wi 
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will be found we do not raiſe them above the condition of Creatures, Pag. 5. 
and from thence we oug ht to judge,of what nature that exteriour hour 
is, which we render th:m ; exteriour Veneratim being eſt abliſhed to 
reſtifie the interiour Sentiments of the mind : That is, we mult con- 
clude, they do not give the worſhip of God to them, becauſe 
chey do nor believe them to be Gods. Now this, I contels, would 
be true, were the external ſigns of honour wholly arbitrary, and 
at our own choice ; for then they could ſignific no more, than 
what we intend toſignifie by them, and we ought not to be char- 
ged with intending to ſignite more,than what we profels to in- 
tend 3 but when either the At of Worſhip naturally ſignifies 
Divine Perfections,as Prayer to an inviſible Bzing does, or God 
has reſerved any Acts of Worſhip to himſelf, as he has done all 
Religious Worthip, that is, all Worſhip paid to inviſible Beings, 
as I have already ſhewn ; in theſe cales we may be guilty of 
giving Divine Honours to Creatures, though in words and in- 
tention, we aſcribe no Divinz Pertections to them. 

So that I cannot (ce, but that, after all the fine colours, and 
ſoft interpretations, which the Biſhop puts upon this practice of 
the Church of Rome, in praying to Saints, the charge againſt 
them of giving the peculiar Worſhip of God to Creatures, is 


' as ſtrong and forcible as ever. 


Secondly, let us now conſider, whether our praying to the 


| Saints, to pray and interceed for us, be not injurious to the Me- 


rits and Mediation of Chiiſt. Now there are two things the 

Biſhop urges to prove, that the Mediation of Saints is not in- 

jurious to the Mediation of Chriſt. 1. 7hat if the quality of Me- pg, 4, 

diator, which the Scriptures gives to TFeſus Chriſt, recerved any pre- 

judice from the Interce/ſ:on made to the Saints, who reign with God, it 

would receive no leſs frem the interceſſim made to the Faithful why 

live with 1s. For this he alledges the Authoricy of the Ca- 
"(> Li. "i | þ ;, Nam 1 prop- 

techilm ad Parochos, which tells uggy That if it were not lawful , <v he 

to deſire help of the Saints, becauſe ve one Patron or Mediator fanftorum uti 

Feſus Chriſt, the Apoſtle would not ſo earneft!y have deſired the non licear, 

Prayers of the Brethren, who were then l;ving, to God for hini, For — 

the Glory and Dignity of Chriſt, as Mediator, us not eſs diminiſhed - CEE 


Dy n 5 _ : mus Jeſum 
by the Prayers of the Living, than by the Interce/i-2 of Saints in Chriſtum,nur. 
Heaven. quam id com- 


; : mifiſler Apo- 
ſtolus, ur ſe Deo tanto ſtudio fratrum viventium precibus adjuvar! veller; neqg enim minus 


vivorum preces, quam eorum, qui in Ccelis ſunt, ſanftorum deprecatto, Chriſti Mediatoris 
gloriam & dignicatem inuminuerint, CMech. Ro. parts 3. Tit. at cnlta & wentr. ſanit, 
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This is the leaſt that can be made of it, that the Mediation and 
Interceflion of the Saints for us in Heaven, is no more than one 
Chriſtians praying for another on Earth j and I fear this is not re- 
concileable with the praftice of the Church of Rome in this mat- 
ter; For can this (if it beno more) be thought a ſufficient founda- 
tion, for all that pompous worſhip of the Virgin Mary, and other 
powerful Saints? Is this a good reaſon to erect Temples and Al. 
tars,conſecrated not only to their Memory, but to their Honour ; 
to ſet up their Images in Holy Places, and af our humble Ado- 
rations before them ; becauſe they pray for us in Heaven, juſt as 
Chriſtian Brethren pray for one another on Earth ? 

And therefore I muſt needs ſay, the Biſhop has not truly ex- 
pounded the Doctrine of the Church of Rome 1n this point, which 
makes the Saintsto be our Mediators in Heaven ; nor indeed Media- 
tors of Redemption, which ſhe acknowledges none to be but 
Chriſt, who has purchaſed us with his own Blood ; but Media- 
tors of Interceflion,who have ſo much intereſt,and favour,in the 
Court of Heaven, as powertully to recommend thoſe to God, 
who putthemſelves under their Patronage. 'ThisI confeſs makes 
a great difference between the Mediation of Chriſt, and of the 
Saints, and yet leaves a great diſtance between the Prayers of 
Saints in Heaven for us,and the mutual Interceflions of Chriſtians 
for cach other on Earth, and the Church of Rome never taught, 
that they were of the ſame nature ; for though the Catechiſm 
endeavours'to prove, that the Mediation and Interceflion of the 
Saints in Heaven for us, is not injurious to the Mediation of 
Chriſt ; becauſe the Prayers of Chriſtians for eachother on Earth, 
are very reconcileable with the Honour of Chriſt's Interceflion : 
yet it never teaches, that there is nodifference between the Pray- 
ers of Saints in Heaven,and Chriſtians on Earth ; and I think we 
ought to diſtinguiſh,between the Doctrine and the Arguments of 
theChurch. What ſhe declares tobe her Doctrine we muſt own 
to be ſo, but Ithink we muWot grant every thing to be her Do- 
&rine which ought to be ſuppoſed to make her Arguments good ; 
becauſe there is no neceſlicy of granting, that all her Arguments 
muſt be good. 

This Argument indeed, that the Intercefſion of the Saints in 
Heaven, isno more injuriousto the Mediation of Chriſt, than 
the Prayers and Interceſlions of the Saints on Earth for cach 
other, cannot begood without ſuppoſing, that the Interceflions of 
the Saints in Heaven are of the vRy ſame nature, with the Pray- 
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ersof Chriſtians for each other on Earth ; and the Biſhop takes 
the advantage to repreſent this as the Doctrine of the Church, 
that ſhe teaches us to pray to Saints in the ſame ſpirit of Charity, and 
according to the ſame order of fraternal Society, which moves ns to 
demand aſſiſt arte of our Brethren living upm Earth. But thisI think 
is not reconcileable with the expreſs words of the Council of 
Trent, which founds the Invocation of Saints upon their re;gnms 
with Chrift ; which makes a vaſt difference between their unte- 
reſt and authority in the Court of Heaven, and the humble ſup- 
plications of Chriſtians on Earth. And I think the firit of Cha- 
rity, and the order of fraternal Society, does not require us ſupplict- 
ter invocare, tO pray to our fellow Chriſtians on Earth as hum- 
ble Supplicantsto pray tor us, as the Council teaches us to addrets 
our ſelves to the Saints in Heaven. 

Chriſtians indeed on Earth,and Saints in Heaven (ſince the Bi- 
ſhop has limited all their aid and afliltance to their Prayers) can 
dono more then pray tor us;and are thus both ot them diſtinguiſh- 
cd from Chriſt, whois our Mediator of Redemption, who has 
bought us with his blood : But then we ought to conlider, that 
there is a vaſt difference in Prayers, and Prayers may prevail 
upon ſuch different Reaſons, as may quite alter the nature of the 
Intercellion. For is there no difference between the power and 
intereſt of a Favourite, to obtain what he deſiresof his Prince,and 
the Petition of an ordinary Subject ? A Prince may grant the Peti- 
tion of a Subject tor himſclf,or of one Subject for another,where 
there is reaſon and equity in the caſe, without any more power- 
ful interceſſion ; bur acts of grace and favour mult bediſpenled 
by the interceflions of Favourites ; and yet it is all by way of 
Prayer and Petition to the Prince ; but though ir is all but Peti- 
tion and Requeſt, yet thoſe who have any Requelt ro make to their 
Prince,place more confidence in the intereſt and power of one Fa- 
vourice, than in the joyne Petitions of many ordinary Subjects. 

Thus it is here ; Chriſtians on Earth pray for each other as 
common Supplicants, and the benetic they expect from ſuch 
Prayers and Intercellions,isonly from the prevalency of Faithand 
Charity, which inſpire ſuch Prayers, and make them efficacious. 
God has commanded us topray tor one another,and has promiled 
to hear our united, fervent, and importunate Prayers, tor the 
merits of our common Saviour Jelus Chriſt : But tholz who pray 
to Saints in Heaven, pray to th as Favourites and Mcdiators, 
who preyail not nb by the -p9ug and ethcacy ol Prayer, _=_ 
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by their perſonal Merits and Intereſts with God ; and this makes 
them juſt ſuch Mediators as Chriſt is, who by their Power and 
Intereſt can recommend us and our Prayers to God's acceptance. 
No you'll ſay, Chriſt purchaſed us with his Blood, and mediates 
in the vertue of his Sacrifice, which makes his Mediation of a 
different nature from the Mediation of Saints, who mediate only 


by their intereſt wich God, upon account of their pe: ſonal Merits. 


But this alcers notthe calc ; tor the general notion of a Mediator, 
is one who has power and intereſt with God, effectually to re- 
commend us to his favour ; and whether he mediates with, or 
without a Sazrifice, if his Mzdiation be powerful and ethicacious, 
he is a true and proper Mediator ; and to fer up ſuch other Me- 
diators beſides Chriſt,muſt be injucious to his Meviation, tor then 
Chriſt is not our only Mediator ; and after all the Apologies that 
can be made tor it, it argues ſome diſtruſt, cicher of Chrilt's Po- 
wer, or good Will to help us, when we fly to other Pati ons and 
Advocates. 

2. And therefore Monſieur de Aearx has another Reſerve ; for 
in the ſecond place he tells us trom the Council of Trent, That to 
mwuocate Saints, according to the ſenſe of this Council, is to have re- 
courle to thur Prayers, for obtaining benefits from God through Feſus 
Chriſt, {o that m reality we do not obtain thoſe benefits, which we re- 
cerve by the Interceſſion of the Saints , otherwiſe than through Feſus 
Chriſt, and m his Name ; ſeeing theſe Saints themſelves pray in no other 
manner than through feſus Chriſt, and are not heard but in his Name. 
After which we cannot imagine, that any one ſhould accuſe us of for- 
faking feſns Chriſt, when we beſeech his Members, who are alſo ours, 
bis Children, who are our Brethren, and hzs Saints, who are our firſt- 
fruits , to pray with us, and for us, to our common Maſter, in the 
name of our common Mediator. 

As tor forſaking Feſus Chriſt, this we do not charge them with z 
tho whoever contiders, how much more frequent addreſles are 
madein the Church of Rome to the Virgin Mary, and ſome other 
powertul Saints, than co Chriſt himſelf, will be cempred to 
think, that'it looks very like forſaking him ; but we only ſay, 
that they rob Chriſt of the glory of being our only Mediator and 
Advocate, by having — co the Prayers and Intercellions 
of 10 many Saints. 

But how can the Interceſſion of Saings be injurious to the Me- 
diation of Chriſt; when chey th@giſclves interceed in the Name 
and Mcdiation of Chriſt ; which neceſlacily reſerves co Chriſt 
the 
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the glory of his Mediation entire, ſince the Saints themſelves are 
net heard but in his Name ? q 

Now rightly to underſtand this, we muſt conſider the Nature 
of Chriſt's Mediation, which is to offer up all thoſe Prayers to 
God in Heaven, which we make to God in his Name on Earth. 


He is our Mediator in Heaven, our High-Prieſt, who ts paſſed mto Heb. g. 14. 


the Heavens ; who is made not after the law of a Carnal Commandment , 
but after the power of an endleſs life, who made higher than the Heavens, 
who 1s not entred into the Holy Place made with hands, which are the 
Figures of the true, but into Heaven it ſelf, now to appear in the preſence 
of God for us. So that as the High-Prieſt under the Law entre 
once a year into the Holy Place, which was a type and figure of 
tleaven, to make cxpiation and interceflions for che People; fo 
the Olfice of Chrilt, as our Ligh-Pricſt and Mediator, 1s toafcend 
into Heaven with- his own Blood, and there to appear in the 
preſence of God for us. His Mcdiatory Oflice is confined to 
Heaven ; there he preſents our Prayers co God, in vyertune of his 
own Blood ; and this is as peculiarand appropriated to him, asic 
was to the High-Prieſt under the Law, to offer the Blood of 
the Sacrifice, and make Aton:ment, and Intercellion in che 
Holy of Holies. 

So that to preſent our Prayers to God in Heaven, is the pecu- 
liar Office of Chriſt, who is our great High-Priett, and only Me- 
diator in the immediate preſence of God in Heaven ; and to ap- 
ply our ſelves ro any other Mediators in Heaven, to prelent our 
Prayers to God, in what manner, or upon what pretence foever 
ic be, is injurious tothe Mediation of Chri.c, whole proper Ofhce 
it is to preſent our Prayers zo Gol in Heaven. And that pretence 
that the Saints pray for us only in the Name and Mediation of 
Chriſt, is no Apology inchis caſe, for in what Name ſoever they 
pray, they offer up our Prayers co God immediately in Heaven, 
which is the Office of our great High-Prieft, for there is an 
mult be but one Mcdiator in Heaven. 

And if we conſider, what is meant by Praying to God in the 
Name and Mediation of Chriſt, we ſhall (ce reafon to thii'';, that 
this is very imprope:ly attributed to the Saints in Heaven. For 
when we pray to God in the Name of Chriſt, though we addre's 
our Prayers immediately toGed, yet God does not receivethem, 
as coming immediately from us, but as preſented by the handsot 
our Mediator ; which is the trug mcamng of Praying co God in 
the Name of Chriſt, that we offer our Prayers to God, not di- 
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realy from our ſelves, for then we ſhould have no need of a Me- 
diator, bat by his Hands, whoſe Office it is to prelent them to 
God, to appear in the Preſence of God for us, which is there- 
fore called coming to God by him. 

Now this is very agreeable to the ſtate and condition of Chri. 
ſtians on Earth, who are at a great diſtance from the immediate 
Throne and Preſence of God, tooffer their Prayers by the hands 
of a Mediator, who appears in the preſence of God for them ; 
and the reaſon, why we want a Mediator to appear for us, is be- 
cauſe we are not yet admitted into God's immediate Preſence our 
ſelves. But could every ordinary Prieſt, or Few, have beenad- 
mitted into the Holy ot Holies,as the High-Prieſt was,they might 
as well have offercd their Prayers and Sacrifices there immediate- 
ly toGod, without the Miniſtry and Mediation of the High-Prieſt; 
and thoſe who are in Heavenin the immediate preſence of God, it 
they offer up any Prayers to God for themlelvesor others, they 
offer them immediately and directly to God, becauſe they offer 
them to God in his immediate Preſgnce; which isthetrue notion 
of Chriſt's Mediation, that he appears m the preſence of God for 
us: And therefore whatever uſe there may be of the Name of 
Chriſt in Heaven ; Saints in Heaven, who live in the immediate 
Preſenceof God, have no need of a Mediator to offer their Prayers 
to God, as Saints on Earth have, becaule they are admitted to 
theimmediate Viſion of Godthemſelves. 'Tooffer up our Prayers 
to God, inthe Name and Mediation of Chriſt, ſuppoſes, that we 
areata diſtance from God, and not admitted into hisPreſence to 
ſpeak for our ſelves; but thoſe Prayers, whichare offered toGod 
in his immediate Preſence, need no Mediator to preſent them. 
And yet to ſay, that the Saints in Heaven offer their Prayers to 
God in the Name and Mediation of Chriſt, isto ſay, that when 
they are admitted tothe immediate Prelence of God themlelyes, 
they ſtill need a Mediator ; that the Prayers they offer to God,in 
his immediate Preſence, they donot offer immediately to him, but 
by the hands of a Mediator ; which if it be Senſe, I am ſure, is 
no good Divinity, as neither agreeing with the Types of the 
Law, nor with the Goſpel-account of Chriſt's Mediation. And 
therefore if glorified Saints appear for us in the preſence of God 
in Heaven, they are as much our Mediators as Chriſt is ; for this 
is the moſt eſſential Character of this Mediation, that he appears 
in the preſence of God for us. The only Objection I can tore-ſee a- 
gainſt this, is, that ſome of the aficient Fathers, though they did 
not 
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not pray to Saints to pray for them, yet were inclined to believe, 
that Saints departed did pray for the Church on Earth, eſpecially 
for their particular Friends, which they left behind them, and 
therefore to be ſure did not think this any injury to the Media- 
tion of Chriſt, But then we muſt conſider, that as they ſpoke 
doubttully of this matter, ſo thole very Fathers did not believe, 
that Saints departed werg received up into the higheſt Heavens, 
into the immediate Preſence and Throne of God ; though they 
thought them in a very happy ſtate, yer not periect, cill che re- 
ſurre&ion ; and theretore they prayed tor Saints departed, as 
well as believed, that Saints departed prayed for them. Now 
any Mediation and Interceflion on this tide Heaven, is very con- 
ſiſtent with the Mediation of Chriſt in Heaven; but tointercede 
in Heaven 1s his peculiar Office, which no other Creature can 
ſhare in, fince his Relurre&ion and Aſcenſion. This, I think, is 


, ſufficient to prove, that Monſieur de Meaux his Expolition cannot 


reconcile _—_ to Samts to Pray for as, cither with the peculiar 
Worſhip of God, or with the Glory and Dignity of our great and 
only Mediator and Advocate Feſus Chriſt. 


The Charafter of a Papift Repreſented. 
3- Of Addreſſing more Supplications to the Virgin Mary than to 
Cori 


ritt, 


Monſieur de Meaux takes no notice of that peculiar kind of 
Worſhip, which is paid in the Church of Rome to the Virgin 
Mary, as being ſenſible how hard it is to reconcile this with his 
bare Ora pro nobss ; but the Repreſenter, who pretends to follow 
the Biſhops Pattern, but wants rp armies and Caution to ma- 
nage it, undertakes to Apologize for this too ; and it is worth 
the while to conſider what he ſays. 

The Papiſt Miſ-repreſented is faid to believe the Virgin Mary, to 
be much more powerful in Heaven than Chriſt, and that ſhe can com- 
mand him to do, what ſhe thinks good, and for this reaſon be Honours 
her, much more then he does her Son, or God the Father, for one Prayer 
be ſays to God, ſaying ten to the Holy Virgin. Let us then conſider 
how much of Mil-repreſentation there is in this; And I ſhall be- 
gin with the laſt firſt, becauſe mens Actions are the beſt Inter- 
preters of their Thoughts and Belief. 

The Papiſt for one Prayer be ſays to God, ſays ten to the Virgin 
Mary ; Is this Miſ-repreſented ? Let him but cell over his Beads, 
and 
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and ſee how matty Ave Maries and Pater noſters he will find upon 
a ſtring, which are exactly ten for one. This he confeſſes, ani 
thinks it as' innocent to recite the Angelical Salutation now, as 
it was for the Angel Gabriel and Elizabcthto do it. But did the 
Angel uſe it as a Prayer to the Virgin Mary? Is Hail thou that art 
Highly fawoured, The Lord w with thee, bleſſed art thou among 
Women , when ſpoken to the Virgin, who was then preſent to 
hear it, a friendly Salutation, or a Prayer? Was it delivering a 
Meilage, or an Act of Devotion 7 Or is this the Ave Maria now 
in uſe in the Church of Rome ? As I remember, there are two 
or thice little words, Ora pro nobxs, added to it, Which make it 
a Prayer, not the, Angelical Salutation: and wedo not read, 
that the Angel ſaid, Holy Mary, Mother of God, pray for us Sim- 
ners, new and in the hour of Death. 

Indeed, were it lawful to pray to the Virgin Mary, I ſhould 
have leſs to lay againſt the frequent repetition of this prayer ; 
but yer a man might enquire, why the prayer to the Virgin 
Mary is repcated ſo much oftner than the prayer to God ; is 
not this to honour Ler much more then he does her Son , or God the 
Father ? For is not Prayer an ac of Hcnour and Worſhip? And 
do we not then honour that Being moſt, to whom we pray of- 
teneſt ? No, ſays the Repreſenter, for he does not at any time ſay 
even ſo much as one Prajer toher, but what  diref}ed more principally 
to God. Surely there muſt be ſome Myſtery in this. For do they 
not ſay a great many Prayers, immediately directed to the Vir- 
gin Mary, and not at all directed to God ? Is not their Ave 
Maria \uch a Prayer, and do they principally pray to God in thoſe 
Prayers, which are immediately directed'to the Virgin Mary ? 
When they pray to the Virgin Mary, to pray to them, is this 
Prayer principally dire&ted to God Almighty ? What when the 
Virgin 1s only named ; And the matter ot the Prayer is ſuch,that 
it cannot be direted to God Almighty, unleſs they think ir pro- 
per topray to God to pray for them? Yes, theſe Prayers to the 
Virgin are offered up as a thankful Memorial of Chriſt's Incarnaticn, 
«nd an acknowledgment of the Bleſſedneſs of Teſms the fruit of her 
Womb. The meaning of which can be no more than this, That 
when they Pray to Mary the Mother of Jeſus, it is a tacite ac- 
knowledgement, that Jeſus was born of her, and that the Son 
muſt be.a very Glorious Prince, when the Mother is fo highly 
exalted upon account of her Relation to him, as to have ſo many 
devout Prayers and Hymns offered up to her. But does this 
prove, 
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rove, that the Prayers which are immediately dire&ed to the 
irgin Mary, arc principally diret/ed to Chriſt, becauſe Adary was 

his Mother; which is the whole Myſtery of che bufineb. Suppoſe 

Chriſt ſhould chink himſelf honoured by thoſe Prayers which ara 

offered to his Mother, yet is there no ditference between praying 

to Chriſt,and that honour we do him in praving to his Mother ? 


A late Author indeed tells us, that the YVeneration which we give to Ibid v. 5. 


Mary ,redownds to feſus : All Honour given to the Mother, tending to 
the Glory of the Sem ; for as he communicates with ber im Heſh ayd 
Bloud, ſo alſo doth he partake with her in ber Qualities and Perfettions, 
and therefore he is a ſharer in that Homage and Obſervance that 1s 
made to her. This is a new lort of Conlubſtantiation,and Commu- 
nication of Properties ; but yet how much ſocver we honour Je- 
ſus, when we pray to Mary,yet we do not pray to Jelus,when we 
pray to Mary ; and therefore theſe Prayers ace principally and 
immediately dire&ed ro Mary,not to God or Chriſt ; an there- 
fore to offer ten Prayers to Mary, for one to God, look very like 
hinouring Mary much more than her Son, or God the Father. 

Well, but ſhe 1s the Mother of God, and Bleſſed among tt Wamen ; 
but how does her being Chriſt's Mother, enticle her to a greater 
ſhare in our Prayers and Devotions, than Chriſt himlelf : Ie is 
indeed a great Honour to her to be the Mother of Jelus, but does 
this entitle her to that Worſhip and Homage which is duc to her 
Son ? She is the happieſt Mother among Women, but does this 
advance her above Angels and Arch-Angels 2 For my part I (ec 
no reaſon to think,that her bearing Chritt in her Womb,which 
was a ſingular Favour conferred on her, but has nothing of Me- 
ritin it ſhould advance her above the moſt eminent Apoſtles and 
Martyrs, who with undaunted Courage and unwearicd Indultry 
propagated the Goſpel throughout the” World, and were the 

at Miniſters of his Kingdom: 1 am fure our Saviour does not 

cem to attribute any ſuch migt#y-Vertue to the Maternity of 
, When a certain Womanaidwnro him, Bleſſed is the Homb 


that hare thee, and-the Paps which thou haſt ſucked 5 he aniwered, Yea Luke 11. 27. 
rather Bleſſed are they who bear the Word of God and keep it. And —_ 12. 46, 


in another place,when ſome told him, Bebold tby Adother and thy 
Brethren ſand it howt deſiring to fpr ak with thee be auſwered md (a1 


 amt0 him; "that 'told{binme, Who 15emy Mother'? , And whoiare my Bre- 
rhren 7 and'be 4 forth bis bawt!' toward; hit Difeiples/(azing, 
Behold my Mother and my Bretton, for 'wboſorver fbald d6tbe 1Wilbof 
7 Fink, 
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and Brother. Which prefers his meaneſt Diſciples before the Mo- 
ther of his Fleſh,conlidered only as his Mother ; which he would 
not have done, had the bare Maternity of Mary advanced her 
above all other Creatures. 

Well, but ſhe « moſt acceptable to God in her Interceſſion for ws. 
Did the Angel tell them this too, as well as that ſhe is Bleſſed a- 
mong Women ? Whence thendo they learn ic ? Is it only becauſe 
ſhe is a Mother? Have all Mothers then ſuch a natural Authority 
over their Sons,even when they are Soveraign Princes? Cannot 
the Ecernal Son of God chuſe an Earthly Mother, but he muſt 
admit her into the Throne with "mg govern his Kingdom, if 
not by her commands, yet by her Importunities and Requeſts ? 
This 1s thought a great weaknels in Earchly Princes,and uſually 
proves fatal to cheir Government ; and yet it is much more tole. 
rable in Earth than in Heaven. What has the Mother of his Fleſh 
rodo,to intermeddlein the affairs of his Spiritual Kingdom, which 
ſhe is not capable of managing ? She had no Authority in the 
Church,while ſhe was on Earth, which methinks her dnratey 
mig he give her as much right to,as ro be Queen-Regent of Hea- 
ren. When Chriſt was a child he lived in ſubje&tion to Mary and 
Foſeph,though he began early to give them a Specimen of a Su- 
periour Powerhe had, and ſuch a work to do,as diſcharged him 
from ſubjection to Earthly Parents. When he was but twelve 
yearsold,he told his Mother, How was it that ye ſought me,wiſt ye 
not that I muſt be about my Fathers buſineſs ? When his Mother at 
the Marriage in Cana of Galilee acquainted him, that their Wine 
was ſpent, and inſinuated her deſire, that he ſhould hel them, 
he rebukes her for it, J/oman, what bave I to do with thee ? my 
hour « not yet come. She was not to dire him, what to do in 
ſuch matters ; and can we think then, that now ke is advanced 
to the right hand of God, he will ſuffer her to intermeddle in 
the adminiſtration of his Kingdom. 

But our Author believes it dammable , to think the Virgin Mary 
more powerful in Heaven than Chriſt,or that ſhe can in any thing com- 
wand him. It is well the Impera Redemptori, command the Redeem- 
er, is at laſt diſowned by them, though it may be ſome may 
think it a little too much to call it damnable, becauſe whatever 
Papiſts believe now, there was a time when this was uſed in 
the Miſlals of the Roman Church ; and will he fay, that it was 
damnable then to uſe that Hyman ? 

I believeno Papilt ever thought the Virgin Mary to be Omni- 

| potent, 
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poteht, much lefs, that ſhe can do more than Chriſt can, or can 
command him by a dire& and ſuperior Authority ; nor did a- 
ny man, that I know of, ever charge them with this: and if iche 
only in this ſenſe, that he denies the Virgin to be more powerful 
in Hcaven than Chriſt, it is nothing to the purpole ; tor: it is 

flible for a Subje& to be more powerful than his Prince, tho' 
he cannot command him, and can do nothing but by his Prin- 
ces favour; but if he have ſomuch the alcendant of his Prince, 
that he can deny him nothing , that he does whatever he will 
have him, and ſuch things as no other conſideration ſhould in- 
cline him to do, but the defire of ſuch a powerful Favourite; this 
man is really more powerful than the Prince, becauſe he has the 
direftion and government of the Princes Power : He has the 
Prince himſelf in his power, and therefore is more powerful 
than he. And if this be the cale of the Bleiled Virgin, that ſhe 
has the diſpoſal of Chriſt's Grace and Mercy, though not by a 
dire& Authority, yet by her Intereſt in her Son, if he never de- 
nies that which ſhe asks, but grants that at her Inteiceſlion, 
which he would not grant without it; if che Papiſts believe 
this, they believe her to be more powerful than Chriſt, and 
they have then good reaſon, as. they do, to put up more fre- 
quent Prayers to her, than to God or Chriſt himſelf. And whe- 
ther they do not believe this, and that at this very day, let any 
one judge, from theſe paſſages in the Contemplations of the Life 
and Glory of the Holy Mary, which is lately publiſhed in En- 
gliſh, Permiſſu Superiorum. ** There, p.7. he tells us, that God 


** hath by a ſolemn Covenant pronounced Mary tobe the Trea- p,, . 


* fury of Wiſdom, Grace, and San&tity under Jelus. So that 
* whatever Gifts are beſtowedupon us by Jeſus, we rectivethem 
* by the Mediation of Mary : No one being gracious to Jeſus, 
* who is not devoted to Mary, nor hath any one been ſpecially 
* confident of the Patronage of Mary, who hath not through 
* her received a ſpecial Blefling from Jeſus. Whence it is one 
* great mark of the Predeſtination of the Ele, to be ſingularly 
" . mnt to Mary, ſince ſhe hath a full Power, as a Mother, to 
* obtain of Jeſus, whatever he can ask of God the Father, and 
* is comprehended within the Sphere of Man's Predeſtination 
* to Glory, Redemption from Sin, and Regeneration by Grace. 
** Neither hath any one peticioned Mary, who was retuled by 
* Jeſus, nor truſted in Mary, and was abandoned by Jelus. 
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& A little afrer he Gireats the Devotes of the Virgin to have 
& 1 firm and unſhaken confidence in her Patronage, amidſt the 
* preateſt of our inward Conflits with Senſuahcy, and ourt- 
« ward Tribulations from the adverſe Caſualties of this Life ; 
* through a ſtrong Judgment of her eminent Power, within 
* the Empire of Jelus, grounded upon the ſingular Prerogative 
* of her Divine Maternity ; for by vertne thereof no State of 
* man can be ſo unhappy, through the malice of Satan, the 
* heats of our Paſſions, or the Enormity of Sin, which exceeds 
© her Love towards the Diſciples of Jeſus, or the efficacy of her 
* Mediation for us unto Jeſus: So that though the condition 
** of ſome great ſinners may be ſo deplorable, that all the limi- 
* ted Excellency, Merits and Power of all the Saints and An- 
** pels cannot effectually bend the Mercics of Jeſus to receive 
* them, yet fach is the acceptableneſs of the Morher of Jeſus to 
* Felus, that whoever is under the Verge of her Protection, may 
* confide in her Interceſfions to Jeſus : He denying no Favour 
* to her, whereby the Wonders of Man's Predeſtination and 
* Redemption through Jeſus, may be magnified and promoted, 
$o that the Bleſſed Virgin is more powerful than all the Saints 


and Angels in Heaven; the has all the Power of Chriſt, all his 
Grace and Mercy in her hands, and can diſpenſe it to ſuch ſin- 
ners, whom Chriſt would not pity and relieve without her, and 
therefore is a more powerful Patroneſs of ſinners, than Chriſt 
himſelf is. And therefore he might well add in the next place, 
that all theſe Bleſſings flow from Fl 


us to all through Mary, and may 
therefore juſtly refer them all to her, as to the effettual Iytru- 
ment, Channel, and Conveyance of all. Now if this be true Re- 
preſenting, it is no Miſ-repreſentation to-ſay, that a Papiſt be- 
Leves the Virgin Mary to be much more powerful in Heaven than 
Chriſt ; not that ſhe has any power of her own, but that ſhe 
can more powerfully and effe&#ually bend-the Mercies of Feſws to ve- 
_ fanmers, than the Mercies of Feſms cnn bend themſelves without 
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SECT. V. 
IMAGES. 


T H AT the Worſhip of Images, as it was pratiſed by 
the Heathens, is Idolatry, Monſieur de Meaux and 
the Repreſenter ſuppoſe ; and therefore their Buſineſs is, 
to give ſuch an account of the Worſhip of Images, as pra- 
tiled in the Church of Rome, as to diſtinguiſh chemſelves 
from Heathen Idolaters. To this purpoſe the Biſhop tells 


us, The Council of Trent forbids us expreſly to believe any Di- Pag. 9. 


wvinity or Virtue in them, for which they ought to be reverenced,to 
demand any favour of them, or to put any truſt in them ; and 
ordams, That all the Honour which is given to them, ſhould be 
referred to the Saints themſehves which are repreſented by them. 
That the Honour we render Images, is grounded upon their ex- 
citing in ms the remembrance F thoſe they repreſent. That by 
bambling our ſelves before the Image of Chrift crucified, we ſhew 
what is our ſubmiſſion to our Saviour. $0 that to ſpeak preciſely, 
and actording to the Eceleſiaſt ical Stile, when we honour the Image 
of an Apoſtle or Martyr, our intention is not ſo much to honour 
the Image, as to honour the Apoſtle or Martyr m the preſence of 
the Image. Thmus the Pontifical tells us, and the Council of Trent 
expreſſes the ſame thing, when it ſays, The Honour we render to 
Images, bas ſuch a reference to thoſe they repreſent, that by the 
means of thoſe Images which we kif,, and before which we reel, 
we adore Feſtus Chriſt, and honour the Satnits, whoſe Types they 
are. Tothe ſame pagers the Reprefenter ſpeaks, and al- 
moſt in the ſame words. So that the fum of their Apology 
is this, That they do not believe Images to have any Divi- 
nity in them, or to be Gods, and therefore do not pray 
to, nor put their truſt in the Image, nor ſo much honour 
the Image in thoſe external Exprellions of Reverence hay 
pay to it, by Kkifling it, atid kneeling before it, as Chriſf,, 
or the Saitit whom the Image repreſents ; and the uſefulnels 
of Images to excite it ts the remembrance of thoſe whom 


we. 
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we love and honour, is a juſtifiable Reaſon of that Honour 
we pay to them. 

This is a matter of very great conſequence, and deſerves 
to be carefully ſtated ; and therefore I ſhall ſtrialy examine, 
Whether this Expoſicion will juſtifie the Worſhip of Images, 
| and ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Worſhip of the Church of Rome, 
from that Worſhip which the Heathens gave to their Images. 

Monſicur de Meaux pretends, by Fiis Expoſition of the 
Doctrines of che Church of Rome, to cut off ObjeRions and 
Diſputes ; that is, ſo to ſtate the matter, that there may be 
no place for thoſe Obje&ions which Proteſtants commonly 
urge againſt worſhipping Images. But I donot ſee, that he 
has made any Eſſay of this nature in the point of Image- 
Worſhip, but has lef both all che Diſputes among them- 
ſelves, and with Proteſtants, untouched. 

The Obje&ions which Proteſtants urge againſt the Wor- 
ſhip of Images, as taught and practiſed in the Church of 
Rome, are principally theſc four. 

T7. That it is expreſly forbid by the ſecond Command- 
ment, without any limitation or exception. 

2. That the Heathens are in Scripture charged with Tdo- 

latry in the Worſhip of Images. 

* 3. That it is a violation of the Divine Majeſty, Crimen 
Leſa Majeſtatis, to repreſent God by a material and ſenfſles . 
Image or Picture. 

4- That a viſible Obje&t of Worſhip, though conſidered 
only as a Reprelentation, is expreſly contrary to the Law of 
_ and eſpecially to the ſpiritual Nature of the Chriftian 

orſhi 

Now I do not ſee, how the Biſhop's Expoſition takes off 
any of theſe Obje&ions, which after all that he hath ſaid, 
are in full force ſtill, as I ſhall particularly ſhew. 

1. Then he tells us, That the Council of Trent forbids « 
expreſly to believe any Divinity or Virtue im Images, for which 
they ought to be reverenced. We grant, the Eouncil does 
forbid this; and he knows that we never charge them with 
it, though there are ſome Pradtices of the Church of Rome, 
which look very ſuſpiciouſly that way : But then we ſay, 
the ſecond Commandment forbids the Worſhip of all Images, 

withous 
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without any ſuch limitation ; for there is not any one word 
in the Commandment to limit the prohibition of worſhip- 
ping Images,to ſuch Images, as are believ'd to have any Divi- 
nity in them. The words of the Commandment are as general 
as Can be, Thow ſhalt not make to thy ſelf any Graven Image, nor 
tbe likeneſs of any thing that x in Heaven above,or in the Earth be- 
weath, or in the Water under the Earth; thou ſhalt not bow down 
ro them,nor worſhip them. The Commandment takes no notice 
of any Divinity which is ſuppoſed tobe in theſe Images, bur 
only of the Repreſentation made by them, that they are the 
Likeneſs or Repreſentation of things in Heaven, or things on 
Earth, or things under the Earth; and therefore the whole 
Diſpute between Papiſts and Proteſtants about the ſenſe of 
the ſecond Commandment, and the ſtrit notion of an Idol, 
is lefr untouch'd by this Expoſition. 

The Roman Doctors indeed tell us,that the Heathens wor- 
ſhipped their Images as Gods, and did alcribe Divinity to 


them ; = which account Monticur de Meaux tells us, AU Pag. 9. 
s of 


theſe words of the Council are like ſo many Charaters to diſtinguiſh 


1s from Idolaters; ſeeing we are ſo far from believing with them x$y py, $511. 
any Dirumity annexed to the Images, that we do not attribute to lingfleet's De- 


them any Virtue, but that of exciting in us the remembrance of Face of ow. 


thoſe they repreſent. But he knew very well, that Proteſtants 
deny,that the Heathens took their Images for Gods any more 
than Papiſts do ; their Philoſophers deſpiſed the charge, 
and made the ſame. Apologies for themlelves,which the Di- 
vines of the Church of Rowe now do; and we may luppoſe 
that common Heathens had much ſuch apprehenſions about 
them, as common Papiſts have: Thoſe who had any ſenſe, 
could not believe them to be Gods ; and thoſe who have none, 
may believe anything: but chere is no great regard to be had 
to ſuch mens Faith,whatever cheir Religion be,who are void 
of common ſenſe. However, this Diſpute, whether the Hea- 
thens did believe their Images to be Gods, orto have any more 
Divinity in them, than Papilts attribute to their Images, is 
a-Diſpute ſtill, and Monſieur de Meaux has not ſaid one word 
to prevent it ; and therefore the condemnation of the Hea- 
thens for worſhipping Images is ſti]la good ObjeRion againſt 
the worſhip of Images in the Church of Rome, till he prove 

as 
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as well as aſſert this difference between them. 

But indeed, tho' I readily grant chat the Church of Rome 
does not believe that there is any Divinity in their Images, 
and that the Heathens did believe that Contecration broughc 
down the Gods, whom they worſhipped by ſuch Repreſen- 
rations, and tyed them by ſome inviſible Charms to their 
Image, that they might be always preſent there to receive 
their Worſhip; yet this makes no material difference in 
their Notion of Images. 

The reaſon why the Heathens thought it neceſſary by 
ſome Magical Arts to faſten their Gods, or ſome Divine 
Powers to their Images, was not to incorporate them with 
their Images, but to ſecure a Divine Preſence there, to hear 
their Prayers, and receive their Sacrifices, without which all 
their Devotions paid to an Image were loſt ; which was very 
neceflary, eſpecially in the Worſhip of their Inferior Dzx- 
mons,whom they did not believe to be preſent in all places. 
: King.18 27- As Elijah mocked the Prieſts of Baal,and ſaid, Cry aloud ; for 

he 1s a God : either he is talking, or he is pmrſuing, or be is in a 

Fourney, or peradwenture be ſleepeth, and muſt be awaked. But 

now, thoſe who believe that God is every-where preſent to 

lee and hear what we do ; and that the Saints, who axe 

not preſent in their Images, yet do certainly know ( by 

what means foever it be ) what Prayers and Homages are 

offered to them at their Images, need not call down any Di- 

vine Powers conſtantly to attend their Images, but only to 

procure their acceptance of thoſe Devotions which are paid 

ro themat their Images. And'this is the difference between 

the Conſecration of Heathen and Popiſh Images : The firſt 

is to procure the Preſence of their s$ in their Images; 

the other to obtain the Favour of Chriſt, andthe Saints, to 

accept thoſe Prayers and Oblations, and other Ads of De- 

votion which are offered to them at their Images 5 asito 

.  givebut one Inftanceof itin/a Prayer uſed at the Gonſecra- 

Ponif. in Be- tion of the Croſs. Santtificetw lignum iſt ud in nomme Parti; 
ned, nov, cru- + Fi--tr, & Spiritns | Samth, & benedittio«lins ligni m quo 
_ membra ſantts ſaboatoris ſuſpenſe furs, fit i» iſto ligne jut v- 
rantes' molinanteſs; [e proper 'Denns ante iftam' crucem runs: 

Corporis & Anima ſanitarems.” Let this Wood br {antdified an the 


name 
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Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Gho#t ; and 
let the Bleſſmg of that Wood, on which the boly Members of our 
Saviour bung ,be on this Wood ; that thoſe, who pray and bow them- 
ſelves before this Croſs, may obtain Health bil Body and Soul. 
This peculiar Virtue which Conſecration beſtows on Images 
to obtain the Favour of Chriſt and his Saints, to thols who 
pray and worſhip before chem, is all chat the Heathens in- 
tended in calling down their Gods to attend their Images 
to hear and receive their Prayers and Sacritices. They did 
not believe their Images to be Gods , but Silver, or Gold, 
Wood, or Braſs, or Stone, according to the Materials they 
were made of, as the Church of Rome does ; but they thought 
their Gods were preſent to hear the Prayers they made be- 
fore their Images ; as the Church of Rome allo believes, that 
Chriſt and his Saints have a peculiar regard to thoſe Prayers 
which are made before their Images, as is evident from their 
Forms of Conſlecrating Imagesto luch an ule. The Heathens 
did not put their truſt in an Image of Wood and Stone, bur 
in that God, who was repreſented by that Image, and was 
there preſent to help them. And thus, tho' the, Church of 
Rome does not demand any Favour of Images, nor put any Truit 
in them, yet ſhe expects the Reliet and Acceptance of Chriſt 
and the Saints for that Worſhip ſhe pays to their Images ; 

and I would deſire any Man to ſhew me the difference be- 

tween theſe two, eſpecially when we conſider how much 
greater Vertue is attributed to forme Images of the Bleſſed 

Virgin in the Church of Rome, than there is to others ; as 

to the Image of the Lady of Luretto, &c. which can ſignifie 

nothing lets, than that the Virgin is more pleaſed with, and 
will more graciouſly accept our Worſhip before ſuch an 

Image, than any other ; orelle methinks the Devotoes of the 

Virgin ſhould not go ſo many Miles in Pilgrimage to the La- 

dy of Loretto, as they often do, if they believed the Images 

of the Virgin which they had at homecto be of equal Power : 
which is as much truſting in Images, and attributing a Divine 

Virtue to them, as ever the Heathens were guilty of. For 

methinks thoſe who ſtridtly adhere to the Letter ot Scripture, 

to prove that the Heathens believed cheir Images to be 

Gods, and did put their a7 in them, becauſe che Scri- 

pture 
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pture expreſly ſays ſo, ſhould conſider alſo, that the Scri- 
pture expreſly tells us, that the Idols of the Heathens are Silver 
and Gold, the Work of mens bands ; they have Mouths, but they 


Plalm 135-1 5, ſpeak mot 5 Eyes have they, but they ſee not ; they have Ears, 


IG, 17. 


but they hear not, neither « there any Breath in their Mouths : 
and therefore we have as much reaſon to conclude, that the 
Heathens did not put their Truſt in the material Images, 
which they knew to be no better than ſtupid ſenſeleſs matter, 
which could not of themſelves hear or help them, as to 
confeſs, that in ſome ſenſe they made Gods of them. For 
if the Heathens did not believe them to be dead ſenſeleſs 
Images, which could neither ſpeak, nor ſee, nor hear, but 
that they were really animated by inviſible Spirits ; they 
were not ſuch dull and-ſottiſh Idolaters, as the Pſalmiſt re- 
preſents them ; and if they did ( as the Pſalmiſt takes 
it for granted they themſelves acknowledged) then it is cer- 
tain they could not believe the material Images to be Gods, 
nor the Objeats of their Hope and Truſt, and therefore 
might (as ſome of their Philoſophers in effe& did) as fafe- 
ly renounce believing any Divinity or Vertue in their Images, 
for which they ought to be reverenced, or demanding any Favour 
of them, or putting any Tru#t in them, as the Council of Trent 
does. So that their not y_ any Divinity in their I- 
mages, does neither excuſe them from the Breach of the Se- 
cond Commandment, nor ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Church 
of Rome's worſhipping Images, from that Worſhip which the 
Heathens gave them ; at leaſt the Biſhop has ſaid nothing to 


- anſwer or prevent theſe Objeftions _=_ Image-Worſhip, 


which he pretends to be the deſign of his Expoſition. 

2. Asa fuller Explication of the Dodrine of the Church 
about Image-Worlhip , Monſieur de Meaux adds, that the 
Council of Trent ordains, That all the Homour which « given to 
them (Images) ſhould be referred to the Saints themſelves, which 
are repreſented by them : Or, as the Council expreſſes it, The 
Honour we render to Images has ſuch a reference to thoſe they re- 
preſent, (ad Prototypa quz illz repreſentant, ro the Prorotypes 
which they repreſent) that by the means of thoſe Images (per Ima- 
gines, by thoſe Images) we kifi, and before which we kneel, we 
adore Feſus Chriſt, and honour the Saints, whoſe Types they are. 
yvorum 


( 63) 
m ill ſimilicudinem gerunt 53 Whoſe likeneſs they are, 
or whom they repreſent. 

Hicherto we have no Expoſition at all of the Do&rine of 
the Church about Image Worſhip, but only a bare relation 
what the Council ſays, that Images muſt be worſhipped only 
upon account of their Repreſentation ; and that the Wors- 
ſhip which is given to the Image, is referred to the Proto- 
type : This all Roman-Catholicks agree in ; but yet there is 
an endleſs Diſpute among them, about the Nature and De- 
gree of this Worſhip, and it will be neceſſary to take a ſhorr 
view of it. 

They are all agreed, that at leaſt the external Ads of A- 
doration are to be paid to Images, ſuch as Kiſling, Kneeling, 
Bowing, Profſtration, Incenſe ; this Durandws, and Holcor, 
and Picus Mirandula allowed ; they all agreed, that the 
Worſhip which was given to Images, is upon account of 
Repreſentation, or as Chriſt and his Saints are repreſented by 
them, and worſhipped in that Worſhip, which is given to 
their Images ; but then there was a threefold difference be- 
tween them. 

1. That ſome would not allow this Worſhip in a proper 
ſenſe to be given to the Images, but improperly and abuſrvely ; 
becauſe at the preſence of the Image, which excites in us 
the remembrance of the Objet, we worſhip the Objed re- 

reſented by it, Chriſt or his Saints, as if they were actual- 
y preſent ; this was the Opinion of Durandns, Holecot, and 
Picuws Mirandula , who could hardly elcape the cenſure of 


Herefie for it ; and that which excuſed them, as Vaſquez YVeſquez Diſg. 
lays, was, That they agreed with the Catholick Church in 195. C. 1. 


performing all external Acts of Adoration to Images, and 
that they differed only in manner of ſpeaking trom the 
reſt. 

2. Thomas Aquinas, and his Followers, and ſeveral great 
Divines ſince the Council of Trent, teach, That the ſame 
Worſhip is to be given to the Image, which is due to the 
Prototype ; and therefore as Chriſt muſt be worſhipped 
with Latria, or a Supream Worſhip, ſo muſt the Image of 
Chriſt, becauſe the Image is worſhipped only on account of 


its Repreſentation, and an: mult be worſhipped _ 
2 the 
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the ſame Worſhip with the thing repreſented : and the mo- 
tion of the Mind to an Image, as an Image, is the ſame with 
the motion to the Thing repreſented. Which ſeems the 
moſt reaſonable Account ; for if I worſhip Chriſt by his 
Image, I muſt give that Worſhip to the Image which I in- 
tend for Chriſt, becauſe in that caſe the Image is in Chriſt's 
place and ſtead ro me. 

3- The third Opinion is, That though we muſt worſhip 
Images, yet we muſt not give the Worſhip of Larria to 
them, no not to the Image of Chriſt himſelf, but an infe- 
rior degree of Worſhip. This ſome Divines aflerted on the 
Authority of the Council of Nice , which expreſly deter- 
mined, that Latria is not to be given to Images. Bur this is 
the moſt abſurd Opinion of all ; for if we muſt worſhip 
Images only upon the account of their Repreſentation, we 
muft give that Worſhip to them, which is cue to the thing 
repreſented by them ; and if we give any other Worſhip 
to them, we mult worthip them for their own ſakes. And 
what is that Worſhip which is due to them as ſeparated 
from the Prototype ? What Worſhiy is due to carved and 
poliſhed Braſs and Stone £ Whoever deſires to ſee thele three 
different Opinions, wich the propzr Reaſons of them, ex- 
plained more at large, may conſult Dr. Stilling fleet's Learned 
Defence of his Diſcourſe of Idolatry, Part 2. Chap. 1. Page 
575, &c. Now the Council of Trevt only determines, that 
the Honour we give to Images, mult be referred to the Pro- 
trotypes, that we muſt adore Chriſt and his Saints in that 
Worſhip which we give to their Images: which ſeems to 
countenance the ſecond Opinion, That the Worſhip of La- 
:ria is to be given to the Image of Chriſt, becauſe that is the 


Worſhip which we muſt give to Chriſt : But then the Coun-' 


Cil refers to the ſecond Council of Nice ; which determines 
the quite contrary ; and I dare not undertake to reconcile 
the Council with itſelf, ſince the Fathers of that Council 
would not plainly decide this Controverſie among their Di- 
VINES. 

Let us then try, if we can diſcover, what Monſieur de 
Meaux, thinks of this Matter, what Worſhip that is which 
h2 allows to be given to Images. 

Now, 
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Now, as far as I can gueſs, he is of Darandas's c_ 
That all External Ads of Adoration are to be pertormed 
before the Image, but that the Image is not to be properly 


worſhipped, but only Chriſt in the preſence of his Image, 


as repreſenting his Perſon to us, and exciting in us the re- 


membrance of him. 'Thus he tells us, That while the Image Pag. 9. 


of Chritt crucified, being preſent before our Eyes, cauſes ſo pre- 
cious a remembrance in our Souls, wwe are moved to teſtifie by ow 
exteriour ſigns, how far our gratitude bears ws 5 and by hum- 
bling our ſelves before the Image, we ſhew what u out ſubmiſ- 
fron to our Saviour. S0 that he allows of bumbling our ſelves 
before the Image, that is, of paying the External Acts of 
Worſhip before ic. Well! but is this co worſhip che I- 
mage? For that he tells us, ro peak properly, and according to 
the Eccleſiaſtical Stile, (I luppole he means a new Modern 
Stile, for the old Eccleſiaſtical Stile did ſomewhat differ ) 
when we honour the Image of an Apoſtle or Martyr, our inten- 
tion 15 not ſo much to honour the Image, as to honour the Apoſtle 
or Martyr m the preſence : f the Image : that is, this isnot pro- 
perly, bat improperly ans abuſruely called the Worſhip or Ho- 
nour of the Image : but Chriſt, or his Saints, are properly 
worſhipped before, or in preſence of their Images, as re- 
preſenting them to us ; which was exactly the Opinion of 
Durand. 

This certainly is the leaſt that can be made of the Wor- 
ſhip of Images ; and yet as far removed as this Opinion 
{zems to be from the Opinion of St. Thomas, who affirms, 
that the Worſhip of Latria is to be given to the Image of 
Chriſt ; I take them to be the very ſame, though very diffe- 
rently expreſſed. The right ſtating of this, will mightily cend 
to clear this perplexed Controverſlic ; and theretore I ſhall 
do it with all the plainnelſs I can. 

1. Then I obſerve, that to pay the external Acts of Ado- 
ration #0, Or before, or in preſence of a reprelentative Ob- 
je& as repreſenting, ſignifies the very ſame thing ; it is all 
one kind of Worſhip, becauſe the tormal Reaſon is the lame 
in all ; and that is, the Repreſentation. When I bow to 
the Image of Chriſt, I bow to ic as reprelenting Chrilt co 
me, who is the ultimate Object of my Worthip ; _ I 
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baw before, or in the preſence of the Image, I do the ſame 
thing, tho' I give it anew Name ; I bow before it, as repre- 
ſenting Chriſt to me, as if he himſelf were there perſonal- 
ly preſent in the Image. When I bow to the Image, I do 
not bow to the Wood or Stone, but to Chriſt as repreſen- 
ted in the Image : when I bow to Chriſt before the Image, 
I do the ſame thing, I bow to Chriſt as repreſented in the 
Image which ſtands before me. For ry þ pas Chriſt were 
there preſent inſtead of the Image, would it make any diffe. 
rence in my Worſhip, to ſay, That I bow to Chriſt, or be- 
fore him, or in his preſence, when they all ſignifie, that I 
dire& my Worſhip to him as perſonally preſent ; no more 
difference is there in bowing to, or before, or in the preſence 
of the Image, when I dire& my Worſhip to Chriſt as re- 
preſented by the Image. There may indeed be a great dif- 
terence between bowing to my Prince, and in the preſence 
of my Prince, when theſe Expreflions ſignitic ditfecent Ob- 
jets: for I may bow to another man in the prejence of my 
Prince, and in that A& I do not bow ro my Prince ; but 
when to, and before, and in preſence, do not diſtinguiſh the 
Objeas, the A is the ſame : It the preſence of the Image 
were an accidental thing, and had no relation to that Wor- 
ſhip which we pay to Chriſt or the Saints, where ſuch Ima- 
ges are preſent, there would be a great difference between 
bowing to, and in preſence of the _ 3 butif theſe Ima- 
s be on purpoſe ſet up in Conſlecrated Places, and are them- 
elves Conſecrated for that uſe, to repreſent Chriſt and the 
Saints to us ; whether we ſay we bow to them, or before 
them, we do the ſame thing, and with the ſame intention, 
to worſhip Chriſt and his Saints as repreſented by them. So 
that if we own, as the Biſhop does, that the Honour done 
before the Image , goes to the Prototype, to Chriſt, or the 
Saints repreſented by ſuch Images, we need not diſpute 
about the manner of expreſling it ; he may take his own 
way of ſpeaking, that he honours Chriſt in the preſence of 
his Image, fo he honoars Chriſt as repreſented by the 1- 
mage; and theretore, in Scripture, to fall down before and 
to the Image, and to worlhip the Image, are all equivalent 
Expreſlions. 
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There is indecd a vaſt difference between bowing to, or 
before an Image, which repreſents God, or Chriſt, or lome 
Divine Being to us, as the Obje&t of our Worſhip ; ant 
bowing towards a Place, or worſhipping God towards a 
Place, as the Jews worſhipped towards the Temple, and in 
the Templetowardsthe Mercy-Seat; the one wasabſolutely 
forbid by the Jewiſh Law, the other allowed and pratiſcy 
by the devouteſt Worſhippers of God : which argues, that 
there is ſome difference berween them ; and it is not hard to 
lay, wherein the difference conſiſts, that one is a repreſen- 
tative Obje, the other only a Circumſtance of Worſhip. 
To bow to, or before an Image, is to worſhip the Image, 
or God or Chriſt by the Image, which makes the Image as 
repreſenting the Prototype, the Obje&t of our Worthip ; 
but which way ſoever we look or bow, towards the Ea#, 
or towards the Weitt, God alone is the immediate Object of 
our Worſhip, the Place only the Circumſtance of Worſhip ; 
whenever we bow to God, we muſt bow towards ſome 
Place or other : but the Place does not repreſent God to us 
as an Image does, and therefore is no Obje&t of Worſhip : 
which ſhews what little reaſon the Proteſtor had to compare 
bowing to the Altar, and kneeling to the Sacrament, as he calls 
it, with bowing to an Image. There is no Man of the 
Church of England, that I know of, who bows to the Al- 
ear; I am ſure the Church no where teaches any ſuch Pra- 
Rice. She only recommends to her Children bowing of the 
Body to God, when they come in and go ontof his Houſe ; 
and though the Commnnion-Table, or Altar, is generally ſo 
ſcituated at the Ea# end of the Church, asto be oppoſite to 


the entrance of it ; for which reaſon ſome have called it, $:e Dr. Stit- 
bowing towards the Altar 3 yet our Church teaches us to lingfl. Defence 
have no regard at all to it. And ay, wr" Laud, in his %,*** Diſc. of 


Speech in the Star-Chamber, declares, That i 


in yet, as far as this Controverſte is concerned ; and there- 
fore I am like to make no breach for him to follow at with bs 
Image, Nor does any Man veel to rhe Sacrament, bur only 
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receive the Sacrament kneeling ; and if he cannot diſtin: 
guiſh between an A of Worſhip to the Sacrament, and a 
devout poſture of receiving it ; yet the meanelt Son of the 
Church of England can. Why does he not as well ſay, that 
when we kneel at Prayers, we worſhip the Common-Prayer. 
Book which lies before us, and out of which we read, . as 
that we worſhip the Bread, when we receive and eat it with 
devout Paſſions upon our Knees. 

But to return to the Expoſition. 

2. I oblerve, that there is a great difference between a 
memorative Sign, and the Repreſentation of an Image : 
both of them indeed excite in us the remembrance of ſome- 
thing, but in ſuch different manner , as quite alter che na- 
ture of them. It is neceſſary to take notice of this, becauſe 
I find Monſicur de Meaux, and after him the Repreſenter, 
very much to equivocate in this matter ; it is a very inno- 
cent thing to worſhip God or Chriſt, when any natural or 
inſtituted Sign brings them to our minds , even in the pre- 
ſence of ſuch a Sign: As if a Man upon viewing the Hea- 
vens, and the Earth, and the Creatures that are in it, ſhould 
raiſe his Soul to God, and adore the great Creator of: the 
World ; or upon the accidental ſight of a natural Croſs, 
ſhould call to mind the Love of his Lord, who died for him, 
and bow his Soul to him in the moſt ſubmiflive Adorations ; 
becauſe, I ſay, this is very innocent, the Biſhop would per- 
ſwade his Readers, that this is the only uſe they make of 
Images, to excite in us the remembrance of thoſe they repreſent ; 
and mightily wonders at the /ittle juſtice of thoſe, who treat 
with the term of Idolatry, that religions Sentiment, which move, 


- them to uncover their Heads, or bow them before the Image of the 


Croft, in remembrance of him who was crucified for the Lowe of 
«s. And that it is ſufficient to diſtinguiſh them from the 
Heathen Idolaters, That they declare, that they will not make 
uſe of Images, but to raiſe the mind towards Heaven, to the end 
that they may there honour Feſus Chriſt or bis Saints, and in the 

Saints God himſelf, who the Autbor of all Sanitity and Grace, 
Now it is certain, an Image will call to our remembrance 
the Perſon it repreſents, pay. preſence of the Perſon him- 
(elf will make us remember him.; buc this vaſtly differs from 
: A 


IC 
at 


f 
; 
f 
; 
4 

f 
| 


( 69) 


a meer memorative Sign. - For the uſe of Images in the 
Church of Rome, is not primarily for Remembrance, but for 
Worſhip, as the Council of Trent expreſly teaches. That 
the Images of Chriſt, and the Virgin the Mother of God, and 
other Samts, are eſpecially to be had and kept in Churches, and due 
Honour and Vencration ta be groen to them--— becauſe the Honour 
groen ro them, 1s referred to the Prototypes, which they repreſent ; 
jo that by the Images, which we kiſs, and before which we uncover 
our Heads, and proſtrate our ſelves, we adore Chritt, and wene- 
rate the Saints, whoſe likeneſs they bear. Thele are the words 
of che Council, and ic would be a very odd Comment upon 
ſuch a Text to ſay, that Images ſerve only for Remem- 
brance. 

A meer ſign, which only calls Chrift co our Minds,can de- 
ſerve no Honour or Worſhip ; buta repreſenting Sign, which 
puts us in mind of Chrilt by repreſenting his Perſon to us, 
as if he were preſent, whether it raiſes our hearts to him 
in Heaven or not, yet according to the Council of Trent, ic 
muſt dire&t our Worſhip to him, as repreſented in his Image. 
When men go to Church to worſhip _—_ or the Virgin 
Mary, before their Images, it may be prelumed they think 
of them before they ſee their Images, and therefore do not 
goto be put in remembrance of them by their Images, but 
to worſhip them before the Images, in hat Worſhip which 
they give to the Images. And therefore when the Biſhop 
ſpeaks ſo often of the Virtue of Images to excite in us the 
remembrance of the Perſons they repreſent, to reconcile him 
with himſelf, and with the Council of Trent, which he pre- 
tends toown, we muſt not underſtand him as it Images were 
of no uſe but to be helps to memory, and are honoured for 
no other reaſon, (which is no reaſon at all) as the unwary 
Reader will be apt to miſtake him ; but chat thele viſible 
Images repreſent to us the inviſible Objects of our Worſhip, 
and give us ſuch a ſenſe of their Power and Preſence, as makes 
us fall down and worſhip them betore thoſe Repreſentations, 
which we honour for their ſakes ; that is, tho' they ſerve for 
remembrance, yet not as meer memorative Signs, but as me- 
morative or repreſentative __ of Worſhip. 
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3. I obſerve, that it is the very ſame thing whether we 
ſay, that we worſhip Chriſt as repreſented by the-Image, or 
worſhip the Image as repreſenting Chriſt, for they both ſig- 
nifie that Chrift is worſhipped in and by his Image, that the 
Honour and Worſhip is given to the Image, and referr'd to 
the Prototype. If Chriſt be worſhipped as repreſented b 
the Image, then the Worſhip which is intended for Chriſt is 
given to the Image in his Name, and as his Repreſentative 
it the Image be worſhipped as repreſenting Chriſt, then the 
Worſhip which is given to the Image, is not for ittelf, but 
for Chriſt, whom it repreſents; which differ juſt as much as 
a Viceroy's being honoured for the King, orthe King's being 
honoured in his Viceroy. And therefore I wonder, that a- 
ny Man of Underſtanding and Judgment, as Monſieur de 
Meaux certainly is, ſhould think there 1s any great matter in 
ſaying, When we honour the Image of an Apoſtle or Martyr, our 
intention not ſo much to honour the Image, as to honour the A 
ftle or Martyr in the preſence of the Image ; that is, in and 
the Image, as I have ſhewed that Phraſe ſignifies, when ic 
is referred to a Repreſentative Obje& ; fot it is the very 
ſame thing to ſay, we honour the Image as repreſenting the 
Martyr, or we honour the Martyr as repreſented by the 


Image. 

- premiled theſe things, let us now compare the 
Opinion of Monſieur de Meaux, wich the Opinion of St. Tho- 
mas Aquinas about the Worſhip of Images ; and tho? the firſt 
is thoughe by ſome Men to fay agreat deal too little, and the 
other a great deal too much ; yet it will appear, that their 
Opinions in this matter are the very ſame. 

They both agree, That Chriſt and his Saints are repre- 
ſented by their Images ; they both agree, that Chriſt and 
his Saints are worſhipped in their Images, as repreſented by 
them ; they both ages, that no other Worſhip is to be paid 
to, or before, or in preſence of the Image, but only that 
Worſhip which is due to the Protorype, to Chriſt or his Saints 
repreſented by ſuch Images : Hence Thomas aſſerts; that the 
[mage is to be worſhipped with that Worſhip which is due 
to the Prototype ; the Image of Chriſt with Latria, becauſe 
that is due to Chriſt ; and the Images of the Saints with 
Dulia, 
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Dulia, becauſe that degree of Worſhip is proper to them ; 
and the Biſhop teaches, That when they honour the Image of an 
Apoſtle or _—_ therr —_ x not ſo much to hunour the 
Image, as to honour the Apoſtle or Martyr in preſence of the Image : 
that is, they perform no other A of Feripin the _ 
ſence of the Images, buethat which is proper tothe Apoſtle 
and Martyr ;- and therefore they both agree, that there is 
but one motion of the Mind to the Image, and to the Proto- 
type repreſented by ic ; that is, as the Biſhop ſpeaks, they 
have bat one intention, and thatis to honour the Apoſtle or 
Martyr in the preſence of the Image : and yet after all, they 
ſeem vaſtly todifterz for Thomas lays,that they give the Wor- 
ſhip of the Prototype to its Image; that is, that they wor- 
ſhip the —_ of Chriſt with Larria, which is the Worſhip 
due to:Chrift ; but che Biſhop will not own, that they pro- 
perly give any Worſhip at all co Images, but only worſhip 
Chrift; or the Saints in the preſence of the Images : Chritt 
indeed with Latria, and & Saints with D«lzs, but their 
Images properly with neither : and yet this difference is 
only in words, as Vaſquez, confeſſes concerning Darendi and 
Holcot, whom Mr. de Meoux follows, That they agreed with the 
Catbolick Church, in performing all external Acts of Adoration 
td Images,” and" that they Uifered only in manner of ſfeaking from 
the ret. 
.- For, as I have already ſhew'd, to worſhip the Image, or 
before, and in the preſence of the Image, when it Tignities 
a Repreſentative ObjeR, is the ſame thing; and there is no 
difference between worſhipping the Image as gating 
Chriſt, and worſhipping Chrilt as repreſented by the Image ; 
and yet this is all the ditfterence berween Mr. de Meaux and 
Thomas Aquinas : Tho' I think Thomas ſpeaks molt properly ; 
for if Chriſt be worſhipped in his Image, we mult give the 
Worſhip to the Image, which we intended for Chriſt, be. 
cauſe Chriſt is worſhipped in that Worſhip we give to his 
Image ; andthereforc he cannot be worſhipped by his Image, 
if his Image be not A ; of which more preſently. 
Darandus indeed, whole Opinion Mr. de Meaux leems to 


follow; did in words oppoſe the Dofrine of Thomas, that 


the Worſhip of the Prototype ought not to be given to an 
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Image, becauſe the Image and the Prototype were two diſtin 
things ; and therefore what belonged to the Exemplar could not be 
attributed to an Image, however conſidered as an Image ; and jo 
the Worſhip due to the Exemplar could not be given to the Image : 
but yer he plainly grants all that Thomas intended by it ; rhat 
the Image may be ſaid to be worſhipped with. the ſame Worſhip 
with the thing repreſented ; becauſe at the preſence of the Image, 
we worſhip the Object repreſented by it, as if be were attually 
ejent. 

gh I have a better reaſon than this to believe that they 
were both of a Mind, tho' they exprefled chemſelves very 
— » and that is, becauſe their Arguments, whereby 
they confirm their ſeveral Opinions are the ſame, and then 
it is not likely that their Opinions ſhould much differ. 

Durandus proves, That the Images are not to be worſhipped, 
but only improperly and abuſruely ; becauſe ar their preſence we 
call to mind thoſe Objetts repreſented by them, which are worſhip- 
ped before the Images, as if they were preſent, by ſuch Argu- 
ments as theſe : that Worſhip properly belongs only to that 
Being in whom the cauſe of Worſhip is, and chat only to his 
Perſon, upon account of his adorable PerteQions, which are 
the cauſe of that Worſhip ; and therefore Latria, or Supream 
Worſhip can bedueonly to God, upon account of his Deity. 
But that which is no Subject capable of Holineſs and Vertue, 
cannot in itſelf be the term of Adoration ; and therefore, 
proper "Worſhip can never be due to the Image of Chriſt, or 
ro his Crols ; tor tho? Chriſt be repreſented by his Image, 
there is a real difference in the thing, and in the conception 
berween the Image and the thing repreſented ; and theretore, 
properly ſpeaking, the ſame Worſhip is never due to the 
Image, that is to the Objedt reprelenced by ir. 

Thomas Aquinas on the other ſide proves, that the Image 
muſt be worſhipped with that Worlhip which is due to the 
Prototype, or the thing repreſented by it, by much the ſame 
Arguments. 

I. That no irrational Creature is capable of Worſhip, but with 
a reſfett to a rational Being, which anlwers to Durandas's 
realon, that Worſhip properly belongs only to that Being, in 
whom the cauſe of Worſhip is; and that which is no Subje&t 
capable 
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capable of Holineſs and Vertue (as no inanimate, or icrati- 
onal Creature is, and therefore no Image) cannot in itlelf 
be the term of Adoration. From which it appears thac 
they mult agree, that no proper Worſhip can be given tw 
Images. 2. Becauſe Images are to be wirſhipped upon account 
of their Repreſentation ; therefore they are to be worſhipped with 
the ſame Worſhip of the thing repreſented. 3. Becauſe the mg- 
tion of the Mind towards an Image, as an Image, is the ſame with 
the mation towards the thing repreſented. So that Thomas plain- 
ly allows, that the Image is not to be wocſhipped at all up- 
on its own account, bur only as itrepreſents; and to worlhip 
the Image as it repreſents, is. the very ſame a& with wor- 
ſhipping the Object as repreſented by the Image ; bzcaulz 
the motion of the Mind towards an Image, asan Lmage, that 
is, as it repreſents, is the ſame wich-Aie motion cowards the 
thing repreſented : That wo worſhip an Image as repreſen- 
ting Chriſt, is the (ame.thing with worſhipping Chriſt as 
repreſented by the Image;; and therefore the ſame Wor- 
ſhip which is due to Chrilt, muſt be given to his Image, as 
repreſenting him ; or to himas repreſented by the Image So 
that according to Thomas's realoning, there is no difterence 
between his giving the Worſhip ot Chriſt to his Image, as 
repreſenting him , and Dwurandus's worlhipping Chriſt be- 
fore his Image, as repreſented by it, as if he were actually 
eſent,, Thomas could not have quarrelled with Durandws, 
uſe he owns it is the ſame thing, tho' Durandws quarrels 
with Toomas. 

And therefore Vaſquez, who ſeems to underſtand the 
Doetrine of Thomas as well as any man, acknowledges that 
Durandws and Holcet differed only in manner of (peaking trom 
the reſt ; and freely declares kns own Opinion to be, that 
an Image cannot be lawfully WT, je any other way than as m 
and by that the Exemplar i made the term and next material Ob- 
Jett of Adoration. And he gives this Reaſon for ir, Recauſe no 
inanimate thing u of it{elf capable of Worſhip ; but an Image con- 
ſidered as an Image, but without the Exemplar, u an inanimate 
thing. This is the Doctrine of Thomas according to Vaſquez, 
which alluws no more Worſhip to an Image, conſidered in 
itſelf, then Durandas docs, and yet he lays, that it may be 
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Diſp.1e.C. 1. delivered abſolutely, that Images are to be worſhipped with Latria, 
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if by that be meant the ſame Worſhip, which & groen to the Ex- 
emplar : And therefore Bellarmine tells us, That to give the 
Wor ſhip of Latria to the Image of Chriſt, as repreſenting Chriſt, 
is to worſhip the Image but improperly, and per accidens 5 and 
this reconciles Thomas and Durandus, who grants that the 
Image may be ſaid to be worſhipped improperly and abu- 
ſivay, as in preſence of the Image, the Objet is worſhipped 
repreſented by it, as if it were actually preſent. 

As for Dinrandw's Argument againlt Thomas's Dofrine, 
that the Worſhip of the Prototype is to be given to rhe 
Image, That there # a real difference im the thmg, and m the con. 
ception between the Image and the thing repreſented 5 and there- 
fore, properly [eaking, the' fare Worſhip its never ue to the 
Image, that 0 the Do: repreſented by ir. - © think, 'if avy 
Worſhip of Images were juſtiftable,- this Argument were ea: 
fily anſwered. Fortho' thetebe a'great difference indeedit 
the nature of things, between the'Imiage and the Objet; he- 
eween Chriſt ſuppoſe, and kidFmdge whidr repreſents im; 
yet in this caſe there is nonein the Conception ; for an Triage 
when it receives our Worſhip in'the place and ftead-of ah 
Prototype, does not repreſeqe according to the afaal nature 
of an Image by its Fkenefs and fimfitude'; 'for fo bark in 
the thing and in the Conception the Image differs from the 
Obje& ir repreſents; but it repreſents 25 4 Proxy and-Snb- 
ſtirute, who tr the eye of the Law, is the-ſame Perſon with 
him, whom he repreſents. Thus Thomas muſt underſtand 


' the Repreſentation of 'an Image; when he ſays, that ir is 


the ſame motion of the Mind tothe Image, and the exem- 
plar repreſented by it '; that is, that the Intage is ſuppoſe 
ro lupply the place of Chriff, and repreſent him preſent'to 
us 3 and thercfore we worſhip the Image as Chritf's Repre- 
fentative with that Worſhip we would give to him were he 
actually preſent ; this is not indeed the natural uſe of Ima- 
Fes, nor is it natural to worſhip them, but this is the true 


Greg. 'de Va- Interpretation of Thomas's Doctrine ; and therefore Grego- 
lent. de Idolols i de Valentia expreſly tellsus, That the Image is worſhippe in 
rifF bim- 


(. 2+ O& 7» 


"ne in aq, Chriſt's ffead. And Cardinal Cajetan ſays, That C 
Cajenc, in Aq, © a y 
_—_ Do ſelf 1s the reaſon of the Worſhip of the Image 3 and his being 
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the Image is the condition by which the reaſon of the Worſhip dotb 
excite wen to worſhip and terminate it : that is, Chriſt is in his 


Image, as a King 15 in his Viceroy, or any man in his legal 


Proxy. Thisis what Suarez meant by the eſſe reale, and efſe re- $uarezDi/p.5, 


preſentatruum of the Prototype ; that tho the Images does not Se. 4. 


contain Chriſt in the firſt ſenſe in his own proper Perſon, yet 
ic does in the ſecond ſenſe as his legal Proxy, and Repreſenta- 
tive. And this Durand him(clr muſt acknowledge, if there 
be any fenſe in his words, That at the preſence of the Image, 
we p the Objeft repreſented by it , as if ' he were atually 
preſent. For why ſhould he in the preſence of the Tmage, 
worſhip Chriſt repreſented by'it, as if he were actually pre- 
{efit, unleſs he account the Image the Subſtitute and Repre- 
ſeticative of Chriſt, as if he were actually preſent ; and 
this, I think, reconciles that appearance of difference be. 
tween Thomas and Durandus, occaſioned by a Miſapprehen- 
ſion of Thomas's Doctrine, Darandus owns the Worthip of 
Chriſt in the preſence of the Image, as he is repreſented 
in the Image, as if he were actually preſent; which is 
Mr.'de Meavx's Opinion alſo in this matter ; but he will 
not allow this, but only #2 an improper and abaſroe fenſe, to 
be the Worſhip of the Image, becauſe the Image is not 
Chriſt, but both inthe thing and in the conception is diſtin- 
iſhed from him ; and therefore to worſhip the Image of 
riſt, would be to worſhip Wood or Stone, with the Wor- 
ſhip of Chriſt: Whereas Thomas conſidersthe Image not as 
to 1ts external matter or form, upon which account he de- 
hies any Worſhip to be given to it, but as the Proxy and 
Repreſencative of Chriſt ; and thus ir is Chriſt repreſented 
in the Image, and not the material Image, which is wor- 
ſhipped ; which is the very ſame with Durandus's way of 
worſhipping Chriſt as repreſented in the Image, in the pre- 
ſence of the material Image ; that is, he worſhips betore 
the material Image, but worſhips only the Perſon of Chriſt, 
as repreſented by the Image. 
But this will be better underſtood by conſidering the na- 
tuce and capacity of a legal Proxy or Reprelentative. Sup: 
poſe 4 were to all intents and purpoles a legal Proxy tor 


B, todo, and to receive whatever B might do and receive 
Il 
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in his own Perſon; in this caſe A is not conſidered as A, in 
his own perſonal Capacity, but A is B, as his Proxy and 
Repreſentative. Suppoſe now that C ows a Sum of Mony, 
or a certain Homage to B, and pays it to A as B's Proxy ; 
that is, not as he is 4, but B, When C worſhips A as Ie- 
relenting the Perlon of B, he is properly ſaid not to wor- 
hip A, but B; becauſehe worſhips A not as 4, but as A is B, 
in his Repreſentative Capacicy. : Now it you will ſuppoſe 
A to be the Image, and B to be Chriſt, this explains in, what 
ſenſe Thomas worſhips the. Image for Chriſt, not as che Image 
is Wood or Stone, but as it is the Repreſentative of Chrilt's 
Perſon, . Now Suppoſe D ſhould ſcruple paying the Wor- 
ſhip of Bro A, becauſe A is a diſtinct Perſon from B, and 
has no right to the ſame Worſhip ;3 and therefore ſhould on- 
ly worſhip B in the preſence of 4, as repreſenting him; 
would not all the World ſee, that D and C meant and did 
the ſame thing, worſhippzd A as the Repreſentative of B, 
tho' D is pleaſed to So it otherwiſe, and more improper» 
ly chan C does; for the perlonal Capacity of A is not con- 
ſidered at all, when it is worſhipped for B, but only his 
Repreſentative Capacity ; and this is-the only difference be- 
tween Thomas and Durandns. Thomas worlhips the Image 
in Chrilt's place and ſtead, as repreſenting Chriſt, without 
conſidering its natural Capacity as an Iniage of Wood or 
Stone ; as C worſhips A as B's Proxy, without conſidering 
A's Seu Capacity. But Durandus worſhips Chriſt as re- 
preſented by the Image (which is the ſame with the Image 
repreſenting Chriſt) in the preſence of the Image conſi- 
dered in its natural Capacity ; as D worſhips B as repre- 
ſented by A, in the preſence of 4, conſidered in his perſo- 
nal Capacity ; that is, he worſhips repreſentative A in the 
preſence of perſonal 4, which is the ſame thing that C 

does, but is a more uncouth and abſurd way of ſpeaking, 
Thus to proceed, When C worlhips A as B's Proxy, in - 

his name and ſtead, does he worſhip 4 or B ? he worſhi 
A indeed, but conſidered as B; and therefore the Worſhip 
given to A in the name of B, is not the Worſhip of A, but 
of B ; And will any man ſay that A and B are two Objedts 
of Worſhip? when in this ſenſe, Ais B, and is Rag 
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only as B, that is, as B's Proxy, and therefore A conſi- 
fidered as A, in his own perſonal Capacity, is not worſhip- 
ped at all, neither abſolutely nor relatively, per ſe, nor per 
accidens ; but if A be worſhipped only as B, to ſay, that 4 
is worſhipped relatively, or per accidens, is to ſay that B, 
who is worſhipped in 4, is worſhipped both abſolutely and 
relatively, _ and impronerly, per ſe and per accidens ; 
which are ſome of the Objetions which Catharines and o- 
thers uſe againſt Thomas. | 

Much at the ſame rate others compare Thomas's Doctrine 
of worſhipping the Image with the Worſhip of the Proto- 
type, as repreſented by it, wich worſhipping a Sign, and 
the Thing ſignified ; or worſhipping the King and his Robes, 
which are very remote from the Buſineſs, and perplex and 
confound a Dorine, which is very eaſfie to be wary 
and eaſily re{cued from choſe Scholaſtick Abſurdities which 
are charged on it, if that were its only faule. For the 
true Repreſentation of it, is by conſidering the Nature of a 
Proxy, and _ Repreſentative, which as in another's 
name and ſtead. 

Having thus conſidered what is the Notion of Image- 
Worſhip, according to Thomas, and Durandws, and Monſieur 
de Meaux, that it is a worſhipping the Image in the name 
and ſtead of the Prototype, as its Proxy and Repreſenta- 
tive, worſhipping the Image as repreſenting Chriſt, as 7ho- 
mas ({peaks, or worſhipping Chriſt before his Image as re- 
preſented by it, as Dwrandas and M. de Meaux (peak. We 
have now ſome Foundation to build on ; and I think they 
have no reaſon to complain that I have ſtated it in this man- 
ner, which grants them all they can deſire or ask for, wiz. 
That they do not worſhip Images, as an Image ſignifies a 
Figure of Wood or Stone ; but they worſhip the Image as 
repreſenting Chrift ; or if they like chat better, Chrilt as 
repreſented in his Image ; That when they honour the Image of 
an Apoſtle or Martyr, they do not ſo much intend to bonour the 
Image, as the Apoſtle or Matyr m the preſence of the Image. 
Let us than conſider whether this will juſtifie them ; if 
this will not, I doubt their Cauſe is deſperate. And in order 
to this, I ſhall do thele three things hs 

1. Shew 
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1. Shew you, that this. is the only intelligible Notion of 
worſhipping God, or Chriſt, or the Saints, by Images ; 
thar Images are a kind of legal Proxies and Repreſentatives, 
to receive our Worthip in the name and ſtead of Chriſt, or 
the Saints. 

2. That this is the Scripture Notion of Image-Worſhip ; 
and char in this ſenle it is the Scripture condgmns the wor- 
ſhip of Images, as practiſed by the Heathens. 

3. I ſhall ſhew, wherein the Evil of worſhipping Images 
acco:ting to this Notion conſiſts. 

1. That this is the only intelligible Notion of worſhip- 
ping God, or Chriſt, or the Saints, by Images; that Images 
are a kind of legal Proxies and Repreſencatives to receive 
our Worſhip in the name and ſtead of the Protorype, or the 
Being repreſented by them. 

The Reaſon of worſhipping Images, is to do Honour to 
ſome Divine Being iy ing by theſe Images: for the 
rrue occaſion of Image-Worſhip, is that fondneis Men have 
for a viſible Obje& of Worſhip ; and becaule they cannot 
ſee the Gods they worſhip, theretore they ſer up Images, as 
viſible and repreſemative Deiries, to receive their Worſhip 
in che name and ſtead of their Gods. Now it we grant, 
that Men intend to worſhip their Gods , in that Worſhip 
they pay to, or before their Images, we muſt grant that 
theſe Images are inſtead of viſible Gods to them; or ſup- 
ply the place of their Gods, and receive 'Worſhip in cheir 
Names. 

For to worſhip God, or any Divine __ by an Image, 
can gy-_ neither more nor leſs, than to Worſhip God, or 
Chriſt, or the Saints, in that Worſhip which we give to 
their Images : for God cannot be worſhipped in an Image 
any otherwiſe, than as the Worſhip which is given to the 
Image is his Worſhip, and given in his Name: for B can 
be worſhipped in A, only as A is B's Repreſentative, and 
is worſhipped in his name and ſtead. To worſhip any Be- 
ing, is to worſhip his Perſon ; and theretore we mult either 
worſhip him in his own natural Perſon, or in hisReprelen- 
tative, who is his legal Perſon. LM 
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rticularly. 


As to ſhew you this pa 

If any Men were ever fo ſorriſh as to believe their Images 
themſelves, . that is, the viſible Figures of Wood, or Stone, 
or Bra(s, to be Gods, and to worſhip them as Gods, (ach 
Men cannot be ſaid co worſhip God by an Image, but © 
worlhip an Image-God ; for the Image icſelf is their God, 
and the Worſhip terminates on the _—_ as God. They 

G 


may be ſaid to worſhip falſe Gods, , in a {tri and 

roper ſenſe, of Wood and Stone ; but to worſhip God 

y an Image, and to worſhip the Image iclelf for a God, 
are very diſtin& things: and it che Scripture forbids the 
Worſhip of God by an Image, it will not juſtitie Image- 
Worſhip, to ſay, that ſome Heathens were ſuch Sorts, as to 
believe their Images themſelves to be Gods ; for Men who 
are not ſuch Sots, may Worſhip their Gods by Images, as 
all choſe Heathens did, who acknowledged their Images to 
be only Symbols and Repreſentations of their Gods, and 
therefore not to be Gods themſelves ; for the ſame thing 
cannot be a Symbol and Repreſentation of iclelf ; which is 
as good ene as to ſay, that a Sign, and the thing ſignified 
by it, is che ſame. 

To give a proper, though inferiour degree of worſhip to 
Images themſelves, is not to worſhip God or Chrilt by his 
Image, becauſe in this caſe, the Worſhip they give to the 
Image of Chriſt, is not ſuch a Worſhip as is proper tor 
Chrift, and is cerminated not on Chriſt, but on his Image. 
No Worſhip is proper to be given to Chriſt, but the Wor- 
ſhip of Latris, or Supream and Soveraign Worſhip : but the 
Roman Doors, who embrace this Opinion, deny with the 
Second Council of Nice, that Latria may be given to Ima- 

es, and in general reje& the Dodtrine of Thomas, that the 

mage is to be worſhipped with che Worſhip due tothe Pro- 
rotype: And how then can Chriſt be worſhipped in his I- 
"mage, if no Worſhip is given to the Image, which is tic for 
Chriſt to receive? when the Image has no Worſhip given it, 
but ſuch as is proper to itslelf, conſidered as Chriſt's Image, 
will they call this the Worſhip of Chriſt ? eſpecially ſince 
this Worthip which is given to the Image, is terminated on 
che Image as ics own proper = peculiar Worſhip, as Ca- 
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tharinus and Bellarmine, and all of this way acknowledge ; 
who rejet Thomas DoRrine of worlkipping ' the Image, 
with the worſhip of the P repreſented by it, be- 
cauſe this is not properly the Worlhip of the Image, bur of 
the Prototype ; and therefore that the _ may be (ure 
to be worſhipped, they give it an inferiour degree of Wor- 
ſhip, which terminates on itſelf. Now how Chriſt ſhould 
be worſhipped in that Worſhip which terminates on his 
Image ; thatis, how that Worſhip which ends in the Image, 
and goes no farther, ſhould paſs chrough the Image, and end 
in Chriſt, as it muſt do, if Chriſt be worſhipped in the 
Image, is paſt my underſtanding, as all Contradictions 
are. 

But they refer the Worſhip of the Image to the Pro- 
eotype. But it is worth enquiring how they do it ; Do 
they intend the Worſhip they give to the Image for Chriſt? 
that is, Do they intend to worſhip Chriſt in that Worſhi 
they give to his Image? No: they can't do that, becau 
they give only an inferiour d of vo the Image, 
which is not worthy of Chriſt ; not a Worſhip proper tor 
him, but only for his Image: but they worſhip the Image 
for the ſake of Chriſt ; and this they take to be an Honour 
to Chrift to worſhip his Image : but this is not to worſhip 
Chriſt in or by his Image ; for in this way Chriſt is not wor- 
ſhipped in that hae he give to his Image, but it is to 
worſhip the Image for Chriſt's ſake, which is, by interpre- 
tation an Honour to Chriſt ; as any reſpe& we ihew to the 
Image of the King, argues our Eſteem and Honour for our 
King, whoſe Image it is: but theſe two differ as much as to 
honour Chriſt in our Actions, and to worſhip him, as to do 
ſomething which is, by interpretation, an Honour to Chriſt, 
and to make our immediate Addreſſes, to offer upour Pray- 
ers and Thankſgivings to him. Every thing we do for the 
Honour of Chriſt, 1s not preſently an A& of Worſhip 
and therefore though we ſhould grant, that we honour Chriſt 
in the Worſhip of his Image, it does not follow, that there- 
fore we ner Ho him in ny his Image, when we 
give no Worſhip atall co him, but only to his 3 which 
plainly ſhews, that in this way they do not worihip - 
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his-Image, but only worſhip the Image for Chriſt's ſake. 
Mn en ence bngnf 
has very great and learned Advocates, yet it cannot be the 
meaning of the Council of Trent, becauſe it is not recon- 
cileable with the Pra&ice of the Church of Rome 3 which 
prays every day to Chriſt, and the bleſſed Virgin, to Saints 
and Martyrs, betore their Images, in ſuch terms as are pro- 
r only co be uſed to them(elves ; which beſides the other 
aults of ie, is horrid Non-ſenſe, if they do not intend to 
worſhip Chriſt and the Saints in theic Images. 

Much leſs do thoſe worſhip the Protorypes in their Ima- 
ges, who only ule Images as helps ro Memory, and to ex- 
cite devout Afﬀections in them,that at the fight of the Image 
they may offer up more fervent Prayers to God or Chrilt : 
for though this practice may and has a great many other 
Faults in it, yet this is neither in the intention of the Wor- 
ſhipper, to worſhip the Image, nor the Exemplar by the 
_— Monſieur de Meaux, by ſome Expreſſions he ules, 
w perlwade his Readers, that this is all the Church of 
Rome intends in the uſe of Images; and yet he owns the 
Dodrine of the Council of Trent, That the Honour of the 
Image « referred to the Prototype, becauſe by the Images which 
we —_— before which we uncover our Heads, and proſtrate 
our ſelves, we adore Chriſt, and worſhip the Saints, whoſe Like- 
neſs they bear. Which plainly ſignifies, that we worſhip Chriſt 
and the Saints in the worſhip of their Images ; and there- 
fore though Images may be helps to Memory allo, yet they 
muſt be honoured and worſhipped, that Chriſt and his Saints 
r be worſhipped in them, and by them ; which is a very 
different thing trom being bare Signs co help our Memories, 
and quicken our Devotions. There is no need of Conſe- 
cration for this End ; and the Church-takes no notice of this 
uſe of them in her Forms of Conſecrationt Thee are all 
the Pretences I have met with for the ule of Images in Reli- 
gious Worſhip ; and it is evident from what L have faid, 
that there is no other ſenſe, wherein God or Chniſt can be 
faid to be worſhipped by an Image, but only as: the Image 
receives the Worſhip due to C in his name and ſtead, as 
if in were his legal Proxy and Repreſentative 5 which, as I 


have 
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have ſhewed, is the true Interpretation, bqch of the Do. 
Arine of Dwrenier, and Monſieur de Adraux, and Thomas in 
his Matter.  * 1." , k 

zdly, 1 am now to ſhew, that itis in this Notion the Scri. 
pture forbids the Worſhip of Images, as the Repreſencatives 
of God, or any Divine Being, to receive our Worſhip in 
God's Name and Stead. Ir is true indeed, the Second Com- 
mandment, which forbids che worſhip of Images, takesno no- 
tice of the Diſtin&ions of the Schools, in what Notion an [- 
mage is worſhipped, or what kind and degree of Worſhip is gi- 
ven toit ; but the words are ſo large and general, as to ex- 
clude all uſe of Images in Religious Worſhip. The Worſhip 
which is expreſly forbidden in the Commandment to be gi- 
ven to Images, 1s only the External Ads of Worſhip, ſuch 
as to bow down to them ; which is the very leaſt that can 
be done, if Men make any uſe of Images in Religious Wor. 
hip: The Images which are forbidden to be worſhipped, 
are all ſorts of Images whatever ; The likenef{ of any Thing 
which « in Heaven aboye, or in the Earth beneath, or in the Wa- 
ter under the Earth. And how extravagant ſocver Mens 
Fancies are, they cannot well form any Image, but mult be 
like to ſome of theſe things, either in whole or in part. 
But the Commandment takes no notice of Mens different 
Opinions about Images, whether they look upon them as 
Gods, or Repreſentatives of God, or helps ro Memory and 
Devotion : tor ſince the deſign of the Commandment: is to 
forbid the ule of Images in Religious Worſhip, it was dan- 
gerous to leave any room for Diſtintions ; which is to make 
every Man judge, what is an innocent, and what is a ſinful 
uſe of Images; which would utterly evacuate the Law ; for 
Men of Wir can find out ſome Apology or other for the 
groſleſt Superſticions, 

As for inſtance : 

I find a notable Criticiſm in the Advertiſement to Mon- 
ſieur de Meaux's Expoſition, ( p. 14. ) That the Images = 
bidden in the Second Commandment, are thoſe which are forbi 
den to be made, as well as to be worſhipped, The Con 
of which is, That the Worſhip of ſuch Images as may be 
lawfully made, is not forbidden in this Law ; and then = 
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deed there is room enough for the Worſhip of Images: un- 
leſs he will ſay, That it is unlawful to make the Images of 
any thing in Heaven or Earth, or under the Earth ; bur 
then they can have no Images to worſhip. Terralhian indeed, 
and ſome others, condemned the very Arts of Painting and 
Carving Images, as forbid in the Second Commandment : 
and it is ceitainly unlawtul tro make any Image in order to 
worſhip it. But I defire to know of this Author, whether 
it be lawful co make an Image or Picture of the Sun, and 
Moon, and Planets ; of Birds and Beaſts, of Men and Wo- 
men, which are the Likene(s of Things in Heaven, and 
Things on Earth ? Itit be, then the making of thote Ima- 
ges is not forbid in the Second Commandment, and thenthe 
worſhip of chem is not forbid nzicher. Bur he lays, 'He 
means ſuch Images as are made to repreſent God, and thoſe 
which are made to ſhrew him preſent , and which are worſhipped 
with the ſame intention as full of bis Dvyinuty. Burt is this the 
Work of the Carver, or the Painter, to make a God ? Can 
the Pencil, or the Knife, puc Divinity into a Picture or 
Image ? This is the work of him that Conlecrates, and him 
that Worſhips. 


Qui fingit Sacror auro wel marmore wultus 
Now facit ile Deos, qui colit, ile fact. 


He had forgot the Braz2n Serpent which Hezckiab broke, 
the making of which, 1 ſvppole, was not forbid in the c- 
cond Command, but it ſeems the warſhip of it was. But 
to return : 

Though the Second Commandment for bids the worſhip of 
all ſorts of Images, and every a& and degree of Worſhip, 
without leaving room for any Exceptions or Diſtin&tions'; 
yet we may learn from Scripeure, what was the currant No- 
tion of. Image-Worſhip at that time, wz. That they wor- 
ſhipped their Images, not for Gods, but for Symbols and 
Repreſentations of their Gods ; that is, chey ſet them up as 
viſhle Objects of Worſhip, to receive their Wortbip: in the 
name and ſtead of their Gods : ' They did not worthip the 


Images themſelves, but their Gods in and by their Images. 
Indeed, 
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Indeed, this is-the only Notion of Image-Worſhip that 
Men ever had,: till Chriſtians began to worſhip Images, yo 
then were forced to defend it, and to diſtinguiſh away the 
Idolatry of it. 

This is the Account the Heathens gave of their Worſhip 
of Images, That they did not believe them to be Gods, but 
only worſhipped their Gods in cheir Images. Thus Cicero 
alcribes the making Images of their Gods in humane ſhape, 

De Natura de- to their Superſtition, Ur eſſent ſimulacra, que wenerantes Deo, 
orum,l.1.c-27+ zpſos ſe adire crederent, that they might have Images co make 
their Addrefles to, as if the Gods themſelves were preſent. 
Max. Tyrirs, And Maximus Tyrins gives a large Account of their Images 
difſert. 38- to the ſame purpoſe, That they are all but ſo many Pictures 
and Repreſentations of the Deity, to bring us to the con- 
ception of him ; and it matters not what the be, fo 
it bring God to our Thoughts, and dire& our ip to 

him ; Sie ds yroplu Ev jwiver. Celſme and Fulian 
chac they thought their Images to be Gods; and ſo did the 
See Dr. Stil- Heathens ini Arnobins, Athanaſias, and St. Auſtin, 'as thoſe 
= Sg Fathers acknowledge. And Fulias tells us, a lover of 
Diſcourſe of 1- God loves the Repreſentations of the Gods ; and beholding 
dolatry,p 456. their Images, doth ſecretly fear and reverence them, which 
ec. alchough inviſible themſelves, do behold him. And Dis 
co , in his Olympick Oration, gives this Account 
why Men are (ſo fond of Images, which they know cannot 
Dio Chryſ. expreſs the inviſible and inexpreflible Nature of God, Be- 
Orat. 12 cauſe Mankind doth not love to worſhip God at a diſtance, but to 
come near and feel bim, and with aſſurance Sacrifice to bim, and 
Crown bim. Nay, thoſe very Heathens who believed that 
{ome inviſible Spirirs after Conlecration-were, not incorpo- 
rated with their Images, (which it does not. appear. to me, 
that any of them thought) but preſent in them ;' did nor 
therefore worſhip the material Figure, but through the viſi- 
ble-Image , worſhipped thoſe inviſible Spirits which were 
St. Aug, in hid in it. Now hoc wiſibile colo, ſed numen quod iic imorſthi» 
Pal. 113. Uyer babitat. And therefore Arnobixs ſays, That they for: 
Arnob. i, 5, med the Images of their Gods, Vicaris ſubſtirurione, that is, 
to let them-in the of God, to be a vicarious Object of 
Worſhip, to receive their Worſhip .in the aame _ 
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Gods ; and that God receives their Worſhip by Images, per 
quedam fidei commiſſa, by way of Truſt ; as if they were 
intruſted co receive their Worſhip for God in his ſtead. 
Hence St. Af tells us, that no Image of God ought to be 
worſhipped, but only Chriſt, whois what he is ; and he not 
to be worſhipped imſffead of God, but together with him ; 
which ſhews plainly what Notion the Father had of proper ,,, Ep. 119 
Image-Worſhip ; that it is to worſhip the Image inſtead of c. 11. © 
God : and therefore tho' Chriſt be ſuch an Image of God as 
muſt be worſhipped, yet he muſt not be worſhipped as an 
Image; that is, not in the ſtead, but together with God. 
And St. Hierom on Rom. 1. gives the ſame Notion of Image- 
Worſhip, Quomodo inviſfibils Des per ſimulacrum wiſibile colore- 
tur ; that it is to worſhip the inviſible God by a viſible Image : 
and therefore falling down before their Images is called by 
Arnobius , Deorum ante ora proſtrati, proftrating themſelves Arn. 1. i. 
before the Face of their Gods ; which is aptly expreſſed by 
Ceſar, ante fimulacra projetti wittoriam a Dits exvoſcerent , Cz(ar 41 Bro 
falling down before their Images, they begged Victory of Ci»: |. 2- 
their Gods. And in thoſe days before they were acquainted 
with School-Diſtin&ions, to pray to their Gods before their 
Images, and fixing their Eyes on them, was thought to be 
Image-worſhip ; thus St. Auſtin expreſſes it by adorat wel 
orat imtuens ſimulacrum, adoring, or praying, looking upon an 
Image: and fo does Ovid, Summiſſoq; genu vultus in imagine Oyid, paſt. 4. 
Droe fixit with bended Knees he fixes his Eye upon the Image 
of the Goddeſs : and indeed all the Arguments of the an- 
cient Fathers againſt the Worſhip of Images are levelled a- 
gainſt this Notion of it, that they worſhipped their Gods by 
Images, not that they thoughe their Images robe Gods. This 
then being the received Notion of Image Worſhip amongthe 
Heathens, in which they all agreed, as far as we have any 
account of their Opinions, and being the only intelligible 
account that can be given of the Worſhip of Images, we 
have reaſon to believe, that the Second Commandment, 
which forbids the Worſhip of Images, had a principal regard 
to it ; but I have other Arguments from the Scripture iclelf 
to confirm this Opinion. _ 
1+ The 
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x. The firſt is from the firſt Example of Image-worſhip 
among the Jraelites after the giving this Law ; that is, the 
Worſhip of the Golden Calf, which Aaro» made while 
Moſes was in the Mount : That this Calf was intended on- 


- ly as a Symbolical Repreſentation of the God of [rael, and 


Excd. 32. 1» 


that they worſhipped the Lord Febowah in the Worlhip of 
this Calt, is ſo evident from the whole Story, that I conte!s 
I do not think that Man fit to be diſputed with, who- dc- 
nics it; for he muſt either want Underſtanding, or Honeſty, 
to be convinced of the plainneſt matter, which he has no 
mind to believe. The occaſion of their making this Calt, 
was the abſence of Moſes, who was a kind of a living Ora- 
cle, and Divine Preſence with them. They ſaid to Aaron, 
Up, make us Gods, which ſhall go before us : for as for this Mo- 
les, the Man who brought #s up out of the Land of Egypt, we 
ot not what 1: become of him. So that they wantednot a new 
God, but only a Divine Preſence with them, ſince Moſes, 
who uſed to acquaint them with the Will of God, and go- 
vern them by a Divine Spirit, was ſo long ablene, that they 
thought him loſt ; when the Calf was made, they ſaid, Theſe 
be thy Gods, O Iſrael, which brought Thee out of the Land of 
Egypt. Which they could not poflibly underſtand ot che 
Calt, which was but then made. For tho' we ſhould think 
them (o ſilly, as to believe it to be a God, it was impoliible 
they ſhould chink that the Calf brought them out ot Egypr, 
betore itſelf was made: Nor could they think any Egypri- 


an Gods delivered them out of t to the ruine and de- 


ſolation of their own Country ; eſpecially, ſince they cer- 
trainly knew, that it was only the Lord Febovahb, who brought 
them out of Egypr by the hand of Moſes ; and theretore 
Aaron built an Altar before it, and proclaimed a Fea#t to the 
Lord, or to Fehovab, as the word is: which makes it very 
a to any unprejudiced Man, that they intended to wor- 
ſhip the Lord Fehovah in the Worſhip of the Golden Calf, 
which they made for a {ymbolical Repreſentation and Pre- 


See Dr. Stil- ſence of God ; which no doubt was very agreeable to the 
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notion the Egyptians had of their Iniages, from whom they 

learn'd this way of Worſhip ; and I need not tell any Man 

how diſpleaſing this was to God. __ 
2. Ano- 
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2. Another Argument of this, is, That Images are called 

Gods in Scripture, I/a. 44. 10. Who hath faſhioned a God, 
molten a Graven Image, which is profitable for nothing —— He 
maketh a God and worſhippeth it ; be maketh it a Graves Image, 
and falleth down thereto. The reſidue thereof he _—_ 4 
God, even his Graven Image, and worſhippeth it, and prayeth 
wnto it, and ſaith, Delruer me, for thou art my God. I need not 
multiply places for the proot of this ; for this is own'd by all 
the Advocates of the Church of Rome, and relied on as the 
great ſupport of their Cauſe. From hence they lay, it is 
plain in what ſenſe God forbids the Worſhip of Images, w:z. 
when Men worſhip their Images for Gods, as the Text aſſercs 
the Heathens did. But tho' the Church of Rowe worſhi 
Images, yet ſhe does not worſhip them for Gods, but ay 
worlhips God, or Chriſt, or the Saints in and by their Ima- 
g2s. This is the. reaſon of their great Zzal co make the 
Firſt and Second Commandment but one ; becaule the firſt 
Commandment forbidding the Worſhip of all falſe Gods, It 
that which we call the Second Commgndment, which tor- 
bids the Worſhip of Images, be reckoried only as part of the 
Firſt, chen they think it plain in what ſenſe the Worſhip of 
Images is forbid, wiz. only as the Worſhip of falle Gods ; 
and therefore thoſe cannot be charged with the breach of 
this Commandment, who do not believe their Images co be 
Gods. 

Now beſides what I have already laid, to prove that the 
Heathens did not believe the Images themſelves to be Gods, 
which is fo fottiſh a Conceie, as no man of common Sente 
can be guilty of ; I have feveral Arguments co prove, that 
the Scripture does not underſtand it inthis ſenſe. 

1. The firſt is, That the Golden Calt is called Gods of 
Gold, Exod. 42.31. and yet it is evident, they did not believe 
the Calt to be a God, but only a Symbol and Repretenta- 
tion of the Lord Febovab, whom they worſhipped in che 
Calt. 

2, The very name of an Image, which ſignines a Like- 
nels and Repreſentation of lome other Being, is irreconcile- 
able with ſuch a Belicf, that the Image iclelf is a God ; char 
the Image is that very God, whom it ts made to repreſent ; 
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which ſignifies, that the likeneſs of God, is that very God 
whole likeneſs it is : eſpecially, when the Scripture, which 
calls ſuch Images Gods, cal)s them alſo the Images of their 
Gods. 

Which is proof enough, thattho' the Scripture calls Ima- 
ges Gods, it does not underſtand it in that ſenſe, that they 
believe their material Images to be Gods ; for it is a contra- 
diction to ſay, that the Image of Baal, is both their God 
Baal, and his Image at the ſame time ; forthe Image is not 
the thing it repreſents. 

3- The Arguments urged in Scripture againſt Images , 

lainly prove, that they were not made to be Gods, bur on- 

Repreſentations of God. One Argument is, becaule they 
aw no ſimilitude of God when he ſpoke to them in Horeb 
out of the midſt of the Fire : another,that they can make no 
likeneſs of Him. 7o whom then will ye liken God, or what 
likeneſs will ye compare to him ? ——To whom then will ye liken 
me, 0r ſhall 1 be equal, ſaith the Holy One ? Thus St. Paul argues 
with the Philoſophers at Athens ; For as much then as we 
are the Off-ſ{ring of God, we ought not to thmk the Godbead to 
be like to Gold and Silver, and Stone graven by Art, and Man's 
Device. Now what do all theſe Arguments ſignific againſt 
making a God ; for if they can make a God, what matter is 
it whotheir God be like, fo he be a God ? Ir is a good Ar- 
gument againſt making any Image and Repreſentation of 
God, that it is impoflible to make any thing like him ; but 
it is enough for a God to be like itſelf. 

In what ſenſe then, you'll ſay, does the Scripture call Ima- 
ges Gods ? there is but one poſlible ſenſe, that I know of, 
and that is, that they are vicarious and ſubſtituted Gods z 
that they are ſet up in God's place, to repreſent his Perſon, 
and to receive our Worſhip in his name and ſtead, and ſo 
are Gods by Office, tho' not by Nature. They are viſible 
Repreſentations of the inviſible God, they bear his Name 
and receive his Worſhip ; as the Golden Calf was called Fe- 
hovah, and the Worſhip of the Calf was called a Feaſt un- 
to the Lord: And this is ſome reaſon for their being called 
Gods ; as the Proxy and Subſtitute acts in the name of the 
Perſon he repreſents: Which proves that this is the Scri- 
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eure Notion of Image-Worſhip, chat the Image is worſhipped in 
Gods name and ſtead. ' And to this purpole 1 obſerve, Thar 
tho” «4a, or an Idol, ſignifies a falle God ; yer ir ſignifies 
ſuch a falſe God as is only the Image and Figure of another 
God ; for fo «dw, fignifies dizer and wiv, a likenels or (i- 
militude. "Thus Tertullian tells us, Eorum imagines Idola, imagi 
num conſecratio [dolatria : That their Images are Idols, and the 
Conſecration of them is Idolatry. Thus the Author of the 
Book of Wiſdom attributes che original of Idolatry, to Fathers 
making Images for ther Children who were dead, and appointing S0- 
lemmittes to be kept before them as if they were Gods ; and thus by 
degrees Princes paſſed theſe _ into Laws, and made men to 
worſhip graven Images ; and this either out of affettton or flattery 
the Wirknig of Idols _ Which ſhews what he means by Idols, 
Images conſecrated tor the Worſhip of God. And therefore he 
diſtinguiſhes the Worlthip of Idols, from the Worſhip of the Ele- 
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ments and he#yenly Bodies, when this was done without an C- 13. V. 5. 


Image : And therefore no God is in Scripture called an Idol, but 
with reſpe& to its Image. Thus Idols and Molten Gods are 
join'd together, as expounding each other. And the Pſalmiſt 
tells us, The Idols of the Heathens are Silver and Gold, the work 
of mens hands. So that an Idol is a falſe God, as it ſignifies a 
material Image made to repreſent ſome God, as a viſible Objet 
of Worſhip, to receive the Worſhip of that God whole Name 
it bears, in his place and ſtead. 

To the ſame purpole the Scripture charges theſe Image-Wor- 
ſhippers with changing che Glory of God into the Likenels and 
Similicude of thoſe Creatures whereby they repreſented him. 
The Iſraelites made the Image of a Golden Calf, as the ſym- 
bolical Repreſentation and Preſence of the Lord Febovab ; and 
the Pſalmilſt tells us, that by ſo doing, they changed their Glor 
( 4. e. the Lord Febowah, who was the Glory of [/rae! ) into the 
ſimilitude of an Ox which eateth gra. Which neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes, that they intended to repreſent the Lord Zehovah in the 
Image of the Galf not that they thought their God to be like 
the Calf, but as they made a vicarious and vikble God of it, 
and worſhipped it in the Name of the Lord Febovah. Thus St. 
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Paul deſcribes the Idolatry of che Heathens, That they changed Rom. 1. 23. 


the glory of the mcorruptible God , into an image made like to cor- 
ruptible 
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ruptible man, and. four-footed Beaſts, and creeping Things. But of 
this more preſently ; this is (afficient to ſhew, what the Scri- 
pture Notion of Image-Worſhip is , and in what Senſe it con- 
Jemns it. 

dly, Let us now conlider wherein the evil of this Image- 
Worſhip conſiſts, which will greatly contribute to the right un- 
derſtanding of this whole diſpute. Now the account of it in 
general is very ſhort and plain, That the evil of Image-Worſhi 
when we worthip the true God by an Image, does not ſo muc 
conſilt in the Kinds, or Degrees, or Obje&t of Worſhip, as in 
Reprelenfation ; and if this prove the true account of it, as I 
belicve it will appear to bz to all conſidering men before I have 
done, it will quite alter the ſtate of this Controverſie, and pat 
M. de Meaux, andthe Repreſenter, to find out ſome new Expo- 
litions and Repreſentations of their Image-Worſhip. 

1. That the evil of Image- Worſhip when men worſhip the 
truc God by an Image, does not principally conſiſt in the Kinds, 
or Degrees, or Object of Worſhip. Such menindecd are ſaid in 
Scripture to worſhip Lmages, and Idols, and Malten Gods, and 
that their Idols areSilver and Gold, Wood and Stone ; for when 
they worſhip God by an Image, they muſt worſhip the Image ; 
or elle they cannot worſhip God in it, tho' they worſhip the 
Image not for itfe]f, but for the Prototype, as the Council of 
Trent determines, which is more p_ worſhipping God or 
Cht:iſt in or before his Image, as M. de Meaux expounds it, than 
worlhipping the Image, and they are ſaid to worſhip Images 
rather with re{p2& tothe Mannerthan to the Obje& of Worlhip, 
as you ſhall here more preſently. The Church of Rome indeed, 
as her Doctrine and Practice is expounded by her molt famed 
Divines, may juſtly be charged with worſhipping Images in the 
groſleſt ſenſe 5 as that ſignities giving Religious Worſhip to the 
material Image ot Wood and Stone ; which is ſtrictly to worſhip 
Stocks and Stones as Gods. "This Charge may be cafily made 
good againſt all choſe who teach that the Image is to be pro- 
perly worſhipped, and that cither a rclative Latria, or ſome 
proper inferiour Worſhip is to be cerminated on the Image as its 
material Object, -and yet moſt of the Roman Doctors attribute 
one or t'other to the Image, as diſtin trom that worthip they 
give to the Prototype ; and diſpute very learnedly, that this is 
_ the 
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the Dofrine both of the Second Council of Nice, ans of the 
Council of Trent, That a proper Worſhip mult be given to the 
Image, diſtin from that Worſhip which is given to the Proto- 
type ; but they cannot yet agree, whether it be a relative im- 
proper analogical Latria, which muft be given to the Image of 
"gy or only Du/;a, or an interiour degree of Religious Wor- 
ſhip. 

This has hitherto been the chief Seat of the Controverſie be: 
tween Proteſtants and Papiſts about Image-Worſhip ; and M. dz 
Meaux leems very ſenſible, That attributing a proper Worſhip 
to Images, ſo as to terminate ir on them, gives too juſt occaſion 
tor the charge of Klolatry , and puts them co hard ſhits co vin- 
dicate themſelves from ic; and therefore he owns no Worthip 
due to the Image for it(elt, but only as it repreſents the Proto- 
type, which therefore is not ſo properly the Worſhip of the 
Image, as of the Prototype by the Image ; and herel pertetly 
agree with him, That the true Notion of Image- Worſhip is not 
to worſhip the Image at all, conſidered in ic(elf, as a material 
Figure of Wood and Stone, but only to worſhip God or Chrilt 
in the Image. - And therefore I ſhall ſet aſide this Diſpute, in 
what ſenſe, or how far a Papiit may be charged with worſhip- 
ping the material Image, which has occaſioned eternal wrang- 
ings, and yet does not properly belong to the Controverſie of 
Image-Worſhip. To worſhip a material Image, is to give the 
_ > of God to Creatures; to Wood and Stone ; bur Image- 
Worſtap is in its ſtrit Notion, not giving Divine Worſhip to Ima- 
ges, but worſhipping God in and by the Image which repre- 
ſents him, which in Scripture is called worſhipping Images : 
And therefore tho' we ſhould grant, that M. -de Meaux's Ex- 

ſition avoids the firſt charge of giving Religious Worſhip to 
Wood and Stone, becauſe he denies that they properly worthip 
the Image, but only the Prototype in the ny. yet the 
whole guile of Image-Worſhip, as that ſignifies the worſhip of 
God by Images, not the worſhip of the material Image, is 
chargeable upon him ſtill, that is, the worſhip of the Prototype 
by the Image, which is all that is forbid in the Second Com- 
mandment. : 

This, it may be, will be thought a giving up the Cauſe, to 
grant, that the Church of Rome may worſhip God or _ 
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by Images, and yet not be chargeable with worſhipping the 
Images themſelves, or the material Figures of Wood or Stone ; 
and therefore it will be neceſſary to ſhew, that the true Notion 
of Idolatry or Image-Worſhip is not giving Religious Worſhip to 
the Images themſelves, but worſhipping God by Images, and 
what the difference between theſe two 1s. - 

1. And the firſt thing I ſhall obſerve to this purpoſe, is the 
difference between the Firſt andl Second Commandment, which 
all Proteſtants own and defend againſt the Church of Rome, 
which makes the Second Commandment only a Branch and 
Appendix of the Firſt. Now the Firſt Commandment forbids 
all talſe Objects of Worſhip, the worſhip of all Creatures and fi- 
Ritious Deities, and therefore the worſhip of all Beings beſides 
God, whether rational, animate, or inanimate, is a breach of 
the Firſt Commandment, and muſt be reduced to it ; and con- 
{:quently the Second Commandment which forbidsthe Worſhip 
of Images, cannot forbid them as falſe Objeas, (for all ſuch 
are forbid in the Firſt Commandment) but as a falſe and cor- 
rupt way of Worſhip; and therefore Image-Worthip as it is for- 
bid in the Second Commandment, cannot ſignifie worſhipping 
the Image itſelf, as diſtinguiſhed from the Prototype, for that 
would make it a falſe Obje& of Worſhip againſt the Firſt Com- 
mandment ; but only a falſe and ſuperititious way of repreſent- 
ing and worſhipping God by an Image. 

2/y, And therefore I obſerve, that an Image does not alter the 
Object of Worſhip, which yet it muſt necellarily do, if it were 
eſſential to the Notion of Image-Worſhip to worſhip the Image 
itſelf, which would make the Image a new Obje& of Worſhip. 
Now it is plain, that men who do not diſpute themſelves into 
endleſs Subtilties and Diſtin&ions,intend no more in the worſhip 
of Images, than to worſhip that God whole Image it is, and 
therefore the Objet of Worſhip is the ſame with or without an 
Image. They who worſhip the True God with an Image, and 
they who worſhip him without an Image, worſhip the ſame God 
though in a different manner ; and belides what judgment men 
make of their own Actions, and what they intend to do, the 
Scripture itſelf acknowledges thiss When the [fraelites made a 
Golden Calf, Aarcn proclaimsa Feaſt cothe Lord Jebovah,which 
proves that they intended to worſhip the ſame God {till in G8 
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golden Calf, which they did before without it. Thus the two 
Calves which Feroboam ſet up, were made in imitation of the 
golden Calf, and for Symbolical Repreſentations of the God of 
Iſrael, who was worſhipped by them , for it is plain that Fero- 
boam did not intend to change their God, but only to prevent 
their going up to Jeruſalem to worſhip God there ; and there- 
fore he tells them, Ir is roo much for you to go wp to Feruſalem, be- 
hold thy Gods, O Iſrael, which brought thee up out of the Land of 
egypt; that is, the Lord Febovah. Now we may obſerve, that 
God himſelf, though.he was gravealy offended with the fin of 
e 


eroboam, yet he makes a great di 


rence between the fin of 


eroboam and the ſin of Abab, who introduced the worſhip of ings 
Baal a falſe God, whereas Feroboam retained the worſhip of the 3” 3* 
true God, though he worlhipped him in a falſe and idolatrous 


manner. 


If the Calves of Dan and Bethel had been falſe Gods, 


a Baal was, the ſin had been equally provoking ; but the worſhip 
of the Calves did not change their God, as the worſhip of Baal 
did ; and therefore Elijah diſtinguiſhes the Iaelites into the 
Worſhippers of God and of Baal : How long halt ye between two 
Opinions ? ' if the Lord be'God, follow him ; but if Baal, then follow 
him ; and yet moſt of thoſe who are ſaid to be Worſhippers of 
God, did worſhip God at the Calves of Dan and Bethel, which 
was the eſtabliſhed Religion of the Kingdom. And thus Febs, 
tho' he departed not from the fin of Feroboem, the golden Calves 
in Dan and Bethel, yer he calls his Zeal in deſtroying Baal out , xin. 10. 16. 
of Iſrael, his Zeal for the Lord Febowab. 

Now if the worſhip of an Image do not change the Object of 
our Worſhip, neicher inthe intention of the Worſhipper, nor in 
the account of Scripture, as I have now proved, it evidently 
tollows, that the Image is not —_— asan Obje, but as a 


Medium of Worſhip ; it receives no 


orſhip tor iclelf, but only 


for God whom ir repreſents. And that which is {o offenſive to 
God in it, is not that they fct up any Rival and Oppoſice Gods 
againſt him, but that they worthip him in a reproachtul and 
diſhonourable manner, which makes him abhor and reject che 
Worſhip, and becauſe he-willnot receive this Worſhip himſelf, he 
calls ic worſhipping Idols and graven Images, and molten Gods, 
that js, vicarious and repreſentative Gods, which though they re- 


ceive the worthip in"God's Namie, . yet are an infinice! reproach 
N 


fe) 


t Kin. 12. 24. 


1 King. 15. 


i Kin. 18. 21, 
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to his Majeſty by thatvile and contemptible Repreſentation they 
make him. This is the {tri Notion of Idolatry, not the giving 
the worſhip of God to Creatures; which is the breach of the 
Firſt Commandment in making new Gods, but the worſhip of 
God by an Image, which makes ſuch Images Gods by Repre- 
ſentation, but not the Objects, but only the Medinem of Worlki - 
and therefore though we ſhould grant M. de Meaux that he 
does not worſhip Images, but only Chriſt and the Saints in or 
before their Images, this does not excuſe him from Idolatry, 
which does not ſignifie worſhipping an Image in a ſtri& ſence ; 
but only worſhipping God in an , which terminates all 
che worſhip not on the Image but on God. 

3/3, Let us now conſider wherein the Evil of this Idolatry or 
Image-Worſhip does conſift ; and that I ſaid was in Repreſenta- 
tion; which I ſhall briefly explain in theſe particulars. 1. That 
ieisaninfinite reproach to the Divine Nature and PerfeRions, to 
be repreſented by an Image : To whom will ye liken God ? Oy 
what likeneſs will ye pR__ to bim ? The workman melteth a gra- 
wven-Imape, and the Goldſmith ſfpreadeth it over with Gold, and 
caſteth Silver Chains. He that # ſo impoveriſhed that he hath no 
Oblation, chuſeth a Tree that will not rot : be ſeeketh unto him a 
cunning Workman to _ a graven Image that fhall not be 
moved. Have ye not * Have ye not beard? Hath it not 
been told you from the beginning f Have ye not oy from the 
foundations of rhe earth ? It is be that futeth upon the circle of the 
earth, and the Inhabitants thereof are as Graſhoppers ; that ſtretch- 
eth out the Heavens us @ Curtain , and ſpreadeth them out as a 
Tent to dwell im. How incongruous and abſurd is it, to make a 
Pi&ure or e of that God who is inviſible ? to repreſent a 
pure Mind by Matter, dull ſenſeleſs Matter! to give the ſhape 
and figure of a Man, or ſome viler Creature, to that God who 
has none ! to make an Image for the Maker of the World, and 
to bring thar Intinice Being to the (cantlings and dimenſions of a 
Man, who fills Heaven and Earth with his Preſence ! If it be 
the Glory of God to be what he is, a pure, infinite, ecernal, in- 
viſible Mind ! it is a contradiction and diſhonour to him- to be 
repreſented by a material viſible Image like to ſome of his own 
Creatures, but inferiour to the meaneſt living Creatures, be- 
cauſe without Life and Senſe, Thus St. Pawl argues, A&#s.17. 29. 
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Foraſmuch then as we are the Off ring of God, we ought not to 
think that the Godbead us like unto Gold or Sitver, or Stone pra- 
ven by Art, and mans Device. If we think God to be like to fuch 
Images, we know nothing of him ; and if we make fuch Images 
as we know are not like to God, nay a reproach to his Nature 
and Perfe&ions, we wilfully affront him. And though Chriſt 
converſed in this World in human Nature , which is repreſen- 
table by an Image, yet an Image is not a proper Reprelentation 
of Chriſt, as the Obj:& of Worſhip, becaule it cannor repre- 
ſent the Divine Nature, which is the Reaſon and Foundation of 
Worſhip. And as for Saints, they ought not to be worſhipped 
at all, and therefore not n—_— by Images: And indeed, 
that very Law which forbids the Worſhip of Images wichour 
any exception, and yet u ſuch Reaſons as are peculiar to 
the infinice Nature of , are a plain Argument to me, thar 


no Being which is repreſentable by human Art, is an Obje& of 


es - : 4 
2. To ſet up an e in the O , has a great a 
ance and ſal view of __—_— a material pA. viſible 
Bod, of giving Divine Honours to Gold and Silver, and che 
work of mens hands ; for tho' men pretend to worſhip God in 
the Image, Yet how does the Image come to be worſhipped 
for God? Whar likeneſs? What relation isthere between them ? 
How eaſily may men flip into the worſhip of Images themſelves, 
and forlake God,ornever mind him, for the ſake of a fine Picture, 
or ſome beautiful or wonder-working Image ? for tho? there is a 
great deal of diflecence between worſhipping God by an I- 
mage, and worſhipping the Image itlelf, yer to all appearance 
they are (0 like one another, and there is ſo caſie a pallage from 
one to the other, that God's diſpleaſure againſt this Sin is ex- 
preſſed in Scripture by Jealouſie ; a Paſſion which arotls both 
Suſpicion and Caution ; while they profeſs ro Worthip God by 
their Images, they do not change their God, but yet their wor- 
ſhipping a vilible Image, looks very like it, and is an eaſie in- 
troduction to it. Thus inthe Second Commandment, the Rea- 
{on wich which God entorces his Prohibition againſt wor(hipping 
Images. is, For 1 rhe Lard thy MEG God, Thus P/al. 78. 
8. For they proweked him 10. auger withiheir bigh places, and moved 
he to jealouſis with they graves lmagez. And theretoce he ex- 
N 2 preſles 
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preſſes himſelf with ſome Paſſion and Concernment in this mar- 
ter. 1 am the Lord, that xs my Name, and my Glory will 1 not 
ive to another, neither my Praiſe to Graven Images , Ila. 42. 8. 

he Church is called God's Spouſe, and the worſhip. of falſe . 
Gods is called Whoredom and Adultery, going after other Gods ; 
and the worſhip of the true God by Images, tho' it be nor 
Whoredom, yet it is ſuch a kind of Spiritual Wantonneſs and 
Incontinency, as excites his Jealouſie. 

3. Eſpecially when we conſider, that the Worſhip of Images 
docs naturally expole us to the Cheats and Impoſtures of wicked 
Spirits ; for this reaſon I obſerved before, God forbids the Wor- 
ſhip of any other inviſible Being but himſelf ; for if men were 
allowed to Worſhip. inferiour Spirits, bad Spiries who inhabit 
theſe lower Regions, would ſoon have the greateſt ſhare in their 
Worſhip ; and thus it is with Images, which are ſuch an offence 
and a to God, that we cannot expect that he will ever 
ſhew himſelf preſent in them, or guard them from the poſſeflion 
of evil Spirits. Iris evident that in the Heathen World, evil Spi- 
rits poſſeſſed their Images, and abuſed mankind with their lying 
Wonders, and lying Oracles, and I have ſome reaſon to believe, 
that if any Miracles are wrought ſtill at Images, they are not 
by good Spirits, becauſe Images are an Abomination to God ; 
and therefore, Rom. 1. St. Paul attributes the general corruption 
of mens lives and manners to the Worſhip of Images ; They 
changed the glory of the mcorruptible God into an image made like 
to corruptible man, and to birds and fourfooted beaſts, and creepin 
things ; wherefore God gave them up to uncleanneſſ——for this cauſe 
God gave them up to wile affettionst—and evm as they did not like to 
retain God im their knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate 
mind to do theſe things which are not convenient, The meaning of 
which is, That God gave them over to the deluſions of wicked 
Spirits, wholurked in their Images, and firſt corrupted their Re- 
Ygion, and then their Lives by impure and barbarous Rites of 

orſhip. 

4 If there were no other hurt in Image-Worſhip, yet it de- 
baſes human Nature to fall down before- a ſenſeleſs Image : As 
it is a diſhonour to God to be worſhipped by an Image, tho' the 
Worſhip be intended for himſelf, and not for the Image, becauſe 
it makes ſo mean and vile Repreſentation; of him z fo it is a re- 
proach 


( 97) 


proach to a man, whois a realonable Creature, and made atcer 
the Image of God, to fall down before Stocks and Stones, wich 
all external Submiſſions and Adorations, tho' he intends not to 
worſhip the material Image, but God by it ; becaule the vilible 
Object. before which we pay our Worſhip is lo much below the 
honour and dignity of human Nature, it is a reproach to the 
Underſtanding of a Man tothink that a material Image is a 4le- 
cent Repreſentation of God, and a fit Medium of Worſhip ; 
and he mult have a mean and beggparly Spirit, who can be con- 
rented to bow down before it. 'Thus Arnobrus aggravates the 
madneſs of this, Swpplicare tremebundum factuate abs te rei: To 


fall down trembling, and to ſupplicate that which thou thy {elt 
haſt made. And a greater than Arnobizs tells us, They that make I(al. 135. 19. 


them, are like unto them, ſo w every one who putteth their truj? in 
them. 

ly, The Worſhip of God by Images is contrary not only to 
the Law of Moſes, but tothe reaſon of Mankind ; it ———— 
a fleſhly and ſenſual Mind to have a viſible Object of Worſhip, 
but God is the only natural Object of Worthip ; and reafon cell; 
us, that God is invilible ; and Reaſon will tell us, that it is con- 
trary to the Nature of an inviſible Being, to be worſhipped un- 
der a- viſible Repreſentation ; it is not only a Reproach to the 
Divine Nature, but an abſurd and unreaſonable Worſhip. For 
what conſidering man can think it reaſonable to worſhip a vili- 
ble Image inſtead of an inviſible God ? Reaſon can never juſtitic 
a Worſhip ſo contradictory to the Divine Nature, and therefore 
Reaſon can never teach men to worſhip an Image. For what 
is it they intend by worſhipping Images ? Ilave they a mind 
to ſee the God they Worſhip 2 Burt how unreaſonable is this, 
when they know he is inviſible, and would nor be a God if he 
could be ſeen ? And how abſurd is it to repreſent him by an 
Image, when they know they can make no Image like him ? 
No worſhip can bs natural , which contradicts the nature of 
that Being whom we Worſhip ; and it it be not natural, ie muſt 
be inſtituted Worſhip ; and then, tho' it were torbid by no Law, 
it muſt be commanded by ſome Law, to make it reaſonable, art 
leaſt if it be poſſible that a Law could make that an Act ot 
Honour and Worſhip, which is a dilhonour to the Divine Per- 
tections. 
6ly, It 
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6ly, It is more eſpecially contrary to the nature of the Chri. 
{tian Worſhip, which teaches us to form a more ſpiritual Ile 
of God, and to worſhip him in Spirit andin Truth ; in oppoſition 
not only to all ſenſible Repreſentations, bur to all ſymbolical 
Preſences. There are two things principally, tor which Images 
are intended, to be viſible Repreſentations , and a vilible Pre- 
ſence of the Deity. The firft of theſe is ſo great a reproach to 
the Divine Nature, that it was forbid by the Law of Moſes, 
which was at beſt a leſs perfe& Diſpenlation, as being accom: 
modated to the carnal State of that People ; but asto the Second, 
God himlelf gratified them in it, for he dwelt am them in 
the Tabernacle, and afterwards in the Temple of 'Feruſalem, 
where he placed the Symbols of his Preſence. But now when 
the Woman of Sawaria asked our Saviour about the place of 
Worſhip, whether it was the Temple at Feruſalem, or Samaria. 


Joh. 4. 21,23. He an{wers, The hour cometh when ye ſhall neither in this moun- 


24- 


tain, nor yet at Jeruſalem worſhip the Father. But the true Wor- 
ſhippers ſhall worſhip the Father in Spirit and m Truth , for the 
Father ſeeketh ſuch to worſhip him. God is a Spirit, and they that 
worſhip bim, mutt worſhip him in Spirit and in Truth, here 
Chriſt _— worſhipping in Spirit and in Truth, to worſhip- 
ping in the Temple, not as a Temple ſignifies a place ſeparated 
for Religious Worſhip, which is a neceſlary Circumſtance of 
Worſhip in all Religions ; but as it ſignifies a Symbolical Pre- 
ſence, a Figure of Gods Reſidence and Dwelling among them, 
in which ſenſe the Primitive Chriſtians denied that they had 
any Temples. For Goddwelling in human Nature, is the only 
Divine Preſence under the Goſpel, of whichthe Temple was but 
a Type and Figure. Now if the Spiritual Worſhip of the Go- 
ſpel = ſo withdraw us from ſenſe, as not to admit of a Sym- 
bolical Preſence, much leſs certainly does ic admit of Images, 
to repreſent God preſent to us, which is ſo groſsand carnal, that 
God forbad it under the Legal Diſpenſation. We muſt conſider 
God as an infinite Mind, preſent in all places to hear our Pray- 
ers, and receive our Worſhip, and muſt raiſe our hearts to 
Heaven, whether Chriſt who is the only vilible Preſence of God 
is aſcended, and not ſeek for him in carved Wood or Stone, or 
a Curious Piece of Painting, 

74, But 
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7thly, But fince M. de Meaux, and the Repreſenter think it 
ſufficient to jultite the worſhip of Images, that they are of 
great uſe to repreſent the Obje&t of our Worſhip to us, and to 
affe& us with ſuitable paſſions ; it will be needful briefly to con- 
ſider this matter. For I conteſs F cannot {ce how a material 
and viſible Image ſhould form a true Idea in us of an inviſible 
Spirit 3 it is apt to corrupt mens Notions of God and Religion, 
and to abate our juſt reverence, by repreſenting the Object of 
our Worſhip under ſo contemptible an appearance. An Image 
cannot tell us what God is; if we are otherwiſe inſtructed in 
the nature of God, we know that an Image is not like him, bur 
a reproach to the Divine Perfe&ions ; it we are not berter in- 
ſtructed, we ſhall think our God like his Image, which will 
make us very underſtanding Chriſtians. 

But the Repreſenter has drawn this Argument out at large, 
and therefore we muſt conſider what he ſays of ic. That Pi- 
Rures and Images ſerve to, 1. Preſerve in bis mind the memory 
of the things repreſented by them, as People are wont to preſerve 
the memory of their deceaſed Friends by keeping their Pittures, But 
I beleech you, the memory of what does a Picture preſerve ? 
Of nothing that I know of, but the external lincaments and 
teatures of the Face or Body ; and therefore the Images and 
Pictures of God and the Holy Trinity (which yet are allow- 
ed in the Church of Rome) cannot ferve this end, unleſs they 
will fay, that God has an external ſhape as Man has. And 

e we had the exact Pictures of Chriſt and the Virgin 
Mary, the Apoſtles and other Saints and Martyrs, this might 
gratifie our curioſity, but of what uſe is it in the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion 2 Toremember Chriſt, is not to remember his Face, which 
we never ſaw, but to remember his Do&rine and his Life ; to 
call ro mind his great Love in dying for us; to remember him 
not-as a Man, but as a God incarnate, as our Mediator and 
Advocate, as our Lord and Judge ; and therefore the Goſpels 
which contain the Hiſtory of his Life, are a much better Pi- 
Rure of Chriſt, than any drawn by the moſt curious Pencil ; 
and I doubt, the Chriſtian Religion will notgain much by taking 
the Goſpels out of Peoples hands, and givihg them a Picture to 


gaze on. 
Yes, 
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Yes, ſays our Author, 2. He is taught to uſe them by caſting 
hi eye upon the Pitlures or Images , and thence to raiſe bis beart to 
the Prototypes, and there to imploy it in Meditation, Love, Thankſ- 
giving, Imitation, 8&&C. as the Objeft requires. But he is a very 
lorry Chriſtian, who never thinks of Chriſt, but when he ſees 
his Piture. And how can the ſight of a Pifture raiſe our 
hearts to the Love of Chriſt ? The ſight indeed of a lovely 
Picture may excite a ſenſible Paflion, but not a Divine Love 
the ſight of his Piture can only put us in mind, that there was 
ſuch a perſon as Chriſt in the World ; but if we would affe& 
our hearts with his love and praiſe, we muſt not gaze on his 
Face, which is all that a Picture can ſhew us, if it could do 
that ; but meditate on what he has done and ſuffered for us, 
which may be done better without a Picture, than with it. If 
they want ſomething to put them in mind, that there is ſuch a 
perſon as Chriſt, which is all that his Picture can do, the Name 
of Chriſt written upon the Church-Walls would be more inno- 
cent, and altogether as effe&ual to this end. 

Bur Pictures are very inſtru&ive, as that of a Deaths bead, 
and Old Time painted with his Fore-lock, Hourglaſs, and Scythe ; 
and do inform the mind at one glance, of what in reading requires 
a Chapter, and ſometimes a Volume. hich is ſo far from being 
true, that a Picture informs a Man of nothing, but what he 
was informed of before. The Picture of a Crucifix may put 
a man in mind of what he has heard or read of Chriſt's dyin 
upon the Croſs 3 but if he know nothing of the Hiſtory: © 
Chriſt's Sufferings, the bare ſecing a Crucifix can teach him 
nothing. Children may be taught by Pi&ures, which make a 
more ſtrong impreſſion on their Fancies than Words ; but a Pi- 
&ure cannot teach, and at beſt this is but a very childiſh way of 
learning. 

3- But devout Pictures are of great uſe in Prayer, the ſight 
of which cures diſtractions, and recalls hs wandering thoughts to 
the right Objett, and as ceriainly brings ſome good things mito bis 
mind, as an immodett Pitture diſturbs bis heart with naughtineſs. 
But can men read their Prayers, as well as learn the Articles of 
their Creed, in a Picture too? For even good thoughts are a 
diſtraction in Prayers, when they call us off trom attending to 
what we ask of God; and it is to bc feared then, that Pictures 
ehem- 
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themſelves may diſtra& us, unleſs we are ſure they will ſug. 
geſt no thoughts to us at ſuch a time, but what are in our 
Prayers 3; the Church of Rowe indeed teaching her Children 
ſuch Prayers as they do not underſtand, and therefore cannor 
imploy their thoughts, may make Pictures very neceſlary to 
entertain them 3 but if -our thoughts and our words ought to go 
together, as ic muſt be if the Devotion of Prayers conſiſt in 
praying devoutly, an Image which cannot ſpeak, and a Prayer 
which is not underſtood, are like to make men equally devour ; 
ſhould men when they look upon a Crucifix, run over in their 
minds all the Hiſtory of our Saviour's Sufferings! ſhould che 
ſight of our Saviour hanging on the Crols atfe&t us with ſome 
ſott and tender Paſſions at the remembrance of him ! (which it 
is certain the daily and familiar uſe of fuch Pictures cannot do) 
yet what is this to Prayer Such ſenſible Paſhons as the fight 
of a Picture can raiſe in us, are of little or no account in Re- 
ligion ; true devout Afﬀections muſt ſpring from an inward 
Viral Senſe, which the Picture cannot give to thole who want ir, 
and is of no uſe to thoſe who have it. 

Thus I have, as briefly as the Subje& would permit, examined 
the Dodrine of Praying to Saints, and Worſhipping Images 
according to the Expolition of the Biſhop of Condom, to whom 
ouf Author appeals in chele points, and this I hope will farisfic 
him, what we ihink both of the Biſhop's Authority and his Ex- 
poſition, and .hew little we like Popery in its belt drefs. And 
now it is time to return to our Proteſter. 

And TI hope by this time he ſees that there is ſomething more 
ncedful to clear the Matters in Controvertie between us, than 
barely M. de Meaux's Ry ;3 and therefore he reſolving 
not to look beyond the Expoſition del: 


tho' he be a perfe&t Stranger to me, wichout dilmifling him ci- 
vily with a Complement or two more. 
1. Then as to the Invocation of Samts, he obſerves that 
I deny the Biſhop has limiced ie only to their Prayers , 
whick I own is @ miſtake ; and this is ſuch a Complement 
as mult never he expeed from a DoRor of che intallible 
Church, for he had occaſion enough tor it, had he had a heart 
to do it ; but 1 hope I have abundantly made amends tor this 
now 


wvered by this Prelate, I might papiq proven. 
here very fairly take my leave of him ; but I cannot do this, p. -" hs 
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now by a fair and particular Examination of the Biſhop's Expo- 
ſition as to that point ; and indeed M. de Meaux bimlelf gave 
the occaſion forthis, by not owning it in itsdue place, when he 
expounded the Decree of the Council, which teaches them to 
fly to the aid and afliſtance of the Saints as well as to their 
Prayers, but ſhuffling ic into the middle of a Sentence ar ſome 
diſtance , where no man would expe ir. When Expoſitors 
—_ at this rate, they may thank themſelves it they are mi- 
aken, 

241y, and 3dly, He takes Santuary again in the Biſhop's Au- 
thority to jaltifie his renouncing rbe Pope's perſonal Infallibility, 
and the Depoſing Dottrine, as no Articles of Faith : | But tho' the 
Biſhop indeed do wave ſome Things, as he lays, which are diſputed 
of in the Schools, as no Articles of Faith, ye he does nor _fay 
what they are, much leſs name the Pope's perſonal Infalluility, 
and the Depoſing Power ; and one would think he could not mean 
the Depoſmg Power, which is determined by General Councils, 
and theretore muſt be an Article of Faith. The cruth is, the 
Biſhop has here plaid a very cunning Game, and men may 
make what they pleaſe of his words, as their intereſt or incli- 
nation leais them ; if Proteſtants obje& the Doctrine of the 
Pope's Infallibility and Depoſing Power, he caneaſfily ecll them 
that theſe are School-Diſputes, and not Articles of Faith ; if the 
Pope or Roman DoRors quarrel at ic, he has then ſaid nothing 
in diſparagement of the Pope's Infallibility and Dgpoling Power, 
but has taught that Fundamental Principle on which thele Do- 
Etrines depend, as in truth he has, when he makes the Primacy 
of Peter, the Cement of Unity, and gives this Primacy to the 
Biſhops of Rome, as Succeſſors of the Prince of the Apoſtles, to 
whom for this cauſe we owe that Obedience an Submits which 
the Holy Councils and Fathers bave always taught the Faithful ; 
though they have not {aid one word till of late of any luch obe- 
dience and ſubmiſſion due to them _—_ when we conlt- 
der what he means by the Primacy of the Pope, that he is 4 
Head eſtabliſhed by God to Condutt bus whole Flock in bis Paths ; 
which gives him a Supremacy over Biſhops and Secular Princes ; 
and how naturally this infers Infallibiliey, and a power of de- 
poſing Heretical Princes, every one fees, and we have realon tg 

ieve the Biſhop expounded his Doctrine to this Orthodox 
SEnce 
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Sence in his Letters to the Pope, from the Pope's Teſtimonial, 
that bis Letter fhewed bus ſubmiſſion and reſpett to the Apoſtolick 


See. 
As for the pe: perſonal Infallibility, our Author in his Re- 
fleRtions (p.8.) deniesirto bean Articleot Faich, becaule it is no: 


| 4 99s or ct Are. General Commcil ; in my Reply (9. 47.) 


old him this is no proof, thatit is not an Article of Faith, be- 
cauſe the Infallibilicy of the Church itſelf, which they all grant 
to be an Article of Faith, was never poſitively determined by 
any General Council ; and therefore ſome Do&trines may be 
Articles of Faith, which never were determined by any Gene- 
ral Council ; and I added, that if the Church be infallible, che 
Pope mult, if he be the Head of the Church ; for infallibility 
ought in reaſon to accompany the greate#t and moit abſolute Power : 
But our Author choughe fle to ler fall this Diſpute, and to re- 
lolve all into the Biſhop of Condow's Authority. 

His Propoſal which follows, I have already anſwered without 
2 {mile, but I cannot forbear ſmiling once more to hear him com- 


plain of po none L which he ſays, Belongs not to the Repreſenter, Page 30. 
ent 


who being to repreſent and not to diſpute, is net concerned with thoſe 
tedious Arguments, The Cale is this ; In the Character of a 
Papilt Repreſented, he had denyed the Depoling Power to be an 
Article of Faith : the Anſwerer proved it wasan Article of Faith, 
becauſe it was decreed by General Councils ; to this, in his Refle- 
Rions he anſwers, that every thing approved in General Coun- 
cils, isnot an Article of Faith, but only Dodtrinal Points, and 
thoſe decreed with an Arathema ; and therefore the Depoſing 
Power not being declared asa Do&rinal Point, and the Decrees 
relating only to Diſcipline and Government, and not being de- 
creed neither with an Anatbema, it does not appear tobean Ar- 
ticle of Faith. In Anſwer to this, in my Reply (p. 49.) I pro- 
poſed three Enquiries, 1. Whether nothing be an Article of Faith, 
but what is decreed with an Anathema ? 2. Whether the Depofing 
Decree be a Dottrinal Pomt, or only matter of Diſcipline and Govern: 
ment ? 2. What Authority General Councils bave im decretis morum, 
or [uch matters a concern Di/ciplme and Government ? "This is the 
diſputing he complains of, and I contels he has ſome reaſon for 
it ; for Arguments that cannot be anſwered, how ſhort ſoever 
they are, are very tedious ; but "_ I could anſwer —— 

2 with- 
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without diſputing, or how he comes to be unconcerned to defend 
his own Arguments, I cannot tell 5 but tho' diſputing is not his 
Province, yet in Civility he will go out of hs way with me, and in 
Civility I will keep him company. 

1. He confeſſes, I prove at large that all Definitions of Faith 
declared in Generah Councils are not concluded with Anathema's, and 
in this he willingly agrees with me. But this does not at all prove, 
that whatſoever u declared in ſuch a Council without an Anathema, 
x an Article of Faith ; and therefore nothing again#t us deſerving 
any farther an{wer. And thus he has very = alcered the 
ſtare of the Queſtion ; he ſaid the Depoſing Dodtrine tho' appro- 
ved by General Councils, was not an Article of Faich, becauſe 
not decreed with an Anatbema. Now it this Argument be good, 
then nothing muſt be accounted an Article of Faith, but what 
3s decreed with an Anatbema, In oppoſition to which I proved 
that ſeveral Dodrines which they themſelves account Articles 
of Faith, have been decreed by General Councils without Ana- 
thema*s ; and he grants that I have proved this, and if 1 have, I 
am ſure his Argument is loſt, for then the Depoſing Doctrine 
may be an Article of Faith, tho' it be not confirmed with an 
Anathema. And now inſtcad of proving, that no Doctrine is an 
Article of Faith which is not decreed with an Anathema, he 
complains that I have not proved that every Dodrine which is 
decreed without an Anathema, is an Article of Faith, which is 
nothing at all to the purpoſe. We knew not where to find the 
Articles of the Romiſh Faith, but in the decrees of their Coun- 
cils, and finding the Pope's power to depoſe Heretical Princes 
there, we took it for an Article of their Faith. No, ſays the Re- 
fleter, that is a miſtake, it is no Article of Faith, beeaulc ic is 
not decreed with an Anathema. We examine the matter, and 
tind it otherwiſe, that Articlesof Faith are decreed without A4na- 
thema's. Yes, lays the Proteſter, this may be, but you muſt 
prove ſtil] that every Do&rine which is decreed without an Ana- 
thema is an Article of Faith 3 which is a very caſie matter todo 
after this ; for if being decreed with or without an Anathema, 
make no diſtin&tion as to this matter, then the Decree it (elf in 
dodrinal points muſt make an Article of Faith ; if ſome Do- 
&rines which are acknowledged to be Articles of the Romiſh 
Faith are decreed without Anarherpa's, then it is no Argument 
againſt 
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againſt any Dodtrine, being an Article of Faith, that ie has no 
Anathema annexed co it ; {o that our Author is wonderful un- 
certain what to call an Article of Faith ; if we call the Decrees 
of their Councils Articles of their Faith. No, ſays he, every De- 
cree is not an Article of Faith, but only what is decreed wich 
an Anathema ; it we confute this diſtinction, and prove that 
Articles of Faith are decreed without Anatbema's, then he can 
diſtinguiſh no further ; but 1cquires us to prove, that every 
Doctrine decreed without an Anarthema is an Article of Faich, 
that is, that the Decree of their Church makes an Article of 
their Faith :; and if that don't, I would delire to know of him, 
what does. And had I not rcaſon thentoſay, That it *$avonder- 
ful hard to know what their Faith w, when he himſelt cannot 
tell what it is that makes an Article of Faith, and their mot 
Learned Divines ſo much differ about this matter ; ſome al- 
lowing that to be an Article of Faich, which others reject. 

2ly, The Second enquiry was, Whether the Depoling Decree 
be a Dodtrinal point, or only matter of Dilcipline and Govern- 
ment: and in anlwer to this I told him, That a Decree what 
ſhall be done, includes a wirtual Definition of that Dottrine ©n 
which that Decree 1s founded. To this he oppoles what I lay 
under the next head, That in the Council of the Apoſtles at Jeru- 
lalem, there was a Decree of Manners, yet it contained no Defint- 
tion of Dotrine. Not expreſly indeed, bur virtually ic does, as I 
ſaid before. My buſineſs there, was to vindicate the Authority 
of Councils in thole Decrees which relate to Manners, as noc 
leſs Obligatory than the Decrees of Faith; and I oblerved that 
the only Apoſtolical Council we have anaccount of in Scripture, 
wiz, the Council at Feruſalem, As 15. was of this nature ; 
for the only Decrees made in it, were to abſtam from Meats 
offered to Idols, and from Blood, and from things Strangled , 
and from Fbrnication ; and I obſerved, they might as well ob- 
je& here, (to invalidate this Decree) as they do againſt the 
Depoſing Decree, that there is no point of Dottrine derermi- 
ned init. And how does this contradict what I betore aſlert- 
ed ? That a Decree what ſhall be done, includes 4 virtual Defimicion 
of that Dottrine on which that Decree 15 founded. 

But however he lays, This Decree of what was to be done, did 
not include a virtual Definution of that Dottrine on which the De- 
cree 


( 166 ) 
eree was founded : for if it had, then the Dofrine Abſtanng 
from wy and Alt | Meats, had been an Article bc. Pur 
what does he think of abſt aming from Fornication, and from Meat: 
offered to Idols, which are contained in the fame Decree ? Is not 
that a neceflary Dodtrine,and virtaallycontainedin that Decree ? 
I never (aid, Thatevery Decree of ers mult be rmmediate- 
ly founded on an Article of Paith : bur I ſaid, every Decree of 
Manners is founded on ſome Doctrine, (whether it be in a ſtrit 
tenſe an Article of Faith, or not) and includes a virtual Defmi. 
tion of that Do&rine. The Decree to abſtain from Fornication 
includes this Doctrine, that Fornication i unlawful under the 
Goſpel 3 and the Decree for Gentile Gonverts to abſtain from 
Meats offered to Idols, ſuppoſes the ſame ; and the Decree to 
abſtain from Blood, and from thmgs Strangled, includes this Do- 
&rinal Definition, That it was unlawful tor Gentile Chriſtians at 
that time touſe their Chriſtian Liberty in thoſe matters, tothe 
offence and ſcandal of believing Jews. The matter in ſhort is 
this: Every Decree which commands the doing any thing, 
muſt contain a virtual Definition that ſuch a thing may be law- 
fully done: and every Decree which forbids the doing any 
thing, does withal cefine, that ſuch a thing is cicher abſol 
unlawful in itfelt, or highly inexpedient, and therefore unlaw- 
ful in ſuch Circumſtances to be done: this is as neceſſary as it is 
to command nothing but what is lawful, and to forbid nothing 
bue what is either unlawful, or highly inexpedient. And there- 
fore when the Church of Rome Decrees the Depoſing Heretical 
Princes, or the Favourers ef Hereticks : She virtually defines, 
that it is lawful to Depole Princes, which is a Do&rinal Defini- 
tion, and may in a large ſenſe be called an Article of Faith, as 
that ſignifies all Dorinal Points propoſed to us to be believed, 
as L obſerved in my Reply (p. 50). 

3- The third Enquiry was, Whether the Authority of the 
Church be not as Sacred in Decrees of Manners, as in Articles of 
Faich ? for the proof of which, I urged the Council at Feruſa- 

— ſhew'd, ow Rules of 4g and Cs to divelt 

wes and manners of men, 1s the on ub Eccleſiaſts 
cal Authority, p. 55. And here inks Pay wir pe ret 
tice of the Council of Feruſs/em, he ſays nothing of it, but on- 
ly ſays, (p. 32.) that I wge out of Canus and Bellarmine, char 
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General Council: cannot err even in ſuch Decrees, when they relate to 
things neceſſary to Salvation , and which concern the whole Church. 
And when I have proved the Depoſmng Decree to be of this nature, and 
efteemed as ſuch by their Church, I may then deſerve a farther Conſi- 
deration, What their Church will eſteem, it' he may be rhc 
Expounder of it, is nothing to the purpole, for we argue not 
from their private efeeming, but from their publick Detinicions ; 
and if a General Decree for the Government of the whole 
Church, concern the whole Church, and it to command a Sin 
concerns Men's Salvation, then che Depoling Decree does ; for it 
it be unlawful to depole Heretical Princes, it is more than a lin- 
gle Sin to do it: and if they will grant, that General Councils 
cangot command a Sin, then they mult grant, that it is lawful 
to depole Heretical Princes : and I agree with him, that this 
does daſerve a further Conſideration, and ſhall be glad to hear 
his thoughts of it. 

This Author- in bis Refleions ( p. 10.) proves that Popes 
themſelves own, that the Depoſing Power is no Article of Faith, 
[e letting ſo many open and poſitive Aſſerters of the No- Depoſing Power 
poſs without any Cenſure of Hereſie. This in my Reply (p. 57.) I 
attribute to their want f Power. For Princes wil not l. depoſed 
maw, ner /nffer thoſe to be cenſured who deny the Depoſing Power. This 
in his Proxeſtation (p. 32.) he lays, 1: Foke {ike an Oracle ; but 
be expeths ſome better Argument than my bare aſſurance of what the 
Pope would do if he had Power. And I thought I had given him 
a better Arguments than my bare word far ic, viz. the experience 
of former Ages, what Popes did when they had Power ; for tho' 
the Infallible Chair may diflemble a lictle, when circumſtances 
of Afﬀairs require it, yet ſure it is not given to change. 

What follows about the Worſhipof Saints and Images, I ſup- 

& has been ſufficiently anſwered already, but I cannot but ob- 

erve a very pleaſant Argument be hasagainſt what L alſere, Tha: 
wo intention can alter the nature of aftions , which are determined 

s Divine or Humane Law. Whereby 1 prove, that it they do 

uch things, as in the account of the Divine Law are Idolatrous, 
their intention not to commit IKolatry will not excuſe them, 
This he lays (p. 36.) a Quoker might ax reaſmably make uſe of 
for the juſtifying h1s Tea's and his Nay's, and his other points of Qua 
heri/m. For it he ſhould lay, No mention can «er the nature Of 


attions, which are determined by a divine or humane Law, but ſwear 
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not at all, neither he ye called Maſters ; and let your communication 
be yea, yea, nay, nay, are ations or things determined by the divine 
law, therefore the intention of doing no evil in them, cannot excuſe 
the deing otherwiſe than is there determined, from the guilt of ſm. But 
will cur Proteſter ſay, that the Divine Law does torbid all Swear. 
ing? then I grant that the Quakers are in the right, and no in- 
tention wi'l j:ſti jo Swearing ; but St; Fames muſt be expounded 
fo as to reconcils his words with other paſſages in Scripcure, 
which allow of Swearing ; and could he ſhew us where bowing, 
and kifling, anc kneeling, and praying before an Image isin any 
ſence xJow'd in Scripture, then we would grant allo, that the 
direction'of the intention would jaſtife ſuch a uſe of their ai: 
ons, as the Scripture allows : but what is abſolutely forbid co be 
done, no inecntion can excuſe, which is our prelent caſe here. 
He concludes all with ewo or three Requeſts, which muſt be 
briefly canſide.'d. 

1. That he (thcReplicr) will ue hs mtereſt with Proteſtants, 
to held to what he ſays they do, and charge us with nothing but what 
we expreſly profeſs to believe and prattice. Now I can aſtyre him 
there is no nced of uſing my intereſt with Proteſtants to do this, 
for I hope they are naturally inclined to be-honeſt : but there 
are ſo many Uss among them, that poſſibly ſome Proteſtants 
may miſtake one Us for another. They pradtice indeed gene- 
rally much alike, bur they believe differently, and they repre- 
ſent diflerently, and they expound the Dottrine of their Coun- 
cils differently ; and I hope Proteſtantsmay without any offence 
ſay how and wherein they differ, andI think we cannot bejultly 
charged with Miſrepreſenting, while we- relate matter of Fact 
eruly, what their Practice is, and--what their different Senti- 
ments and Opinions are about theſe matters. 

2. That they ( Proteſtants ) pick not wp the Abuſes of ſome, 
the Vices and Cruelties of others, the odd Opinions of particular 
Authors, and hold theſe {es for the Dottrines and Prattices of our 
Church ; and that in charging any Prattiſes, they charge no more 
than are concerned. Now this is very reaſonable, it he ſpeaks 
of ſuch Abuſes as are not allowed and countenanced by the 
Church ; and of ſuch Cruelties as are not prattiſed, encouraged, 
commended by the Governours of the Church, and juſtified 
by the Decrees and Canons of Popes and Councils ; or of a 
| 0d 
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odd Opinions of particular Authors, as ſteal into the World with. 
out Publick Authority, and are cenſured as ſoon as they are 
known ; but as far as the Church gives any Countenance and 
Authority to ſuch Abuſes, Cruelties, odd Opinions, I (ee no reaſon 
why Proteſtants may nor complain of theſe things, and charge 
the Church of Rome with them, and not like that Church ever 
the better, which ſuffers ſuch Abuſes, and applauds ſuch Cruel. 
ties, as Papiſts themſelves, who nave not put off all humanicy can- 
not but abhor. 

. That as often as they tell, what they think of - our Doftrines 
Fes Prattices, they would likewiſe at the ſame time inform their 
Hearers , that thoſe thoughts are, as the Replier /ays, Opinions, 
Interpretations, and Conſequences of their on concerning our Do- 
&rine,' and not our avowed Dottrine. But this is a very necdlcls 
Caution, as I obſerved before ; for our People: do not think, 
that the Pepifts themſelves believe all that ill of their own Do- 
Arines and Practiſes which we charge them with ; and 1 can- 
not eaſily ſee, how our diſputing againſt the Do&rines and 
Practices of the Church of Rowe, and anſwering the Argu- 
ments whereby they juſtifie themſelves, ſhould betray People 
ifito ſuch a miſtake ; for ic is no natural proof, that two men 
are of the ſame mind becauſe they diſpute againſt one ano- 
ther. 

Thus much for the Proteſter. And to conclude the whole, 1 
ſhall give my Readers a ſhort view of the whole Progreſs of this 
Diſpute, that-they may ſee what ſhuffling Adverfaries we have 
to deal with. 

* Wher' the Book, entituled, 4 Papii# Miſrepreſented and Repre- 
ſented, was expoſed to publick view, and mightily applauded 
by- thoſe of the Roman Gommunion, and induſtriouſly diſperled, 
and earneſtly. recommended to the peruſal of phos: co a 
very learned and charitable hand undertook to make a true 
Repreſentation of the Dodtrines and Practices of the Church of 
Rome, which he performed with ſuch full and plain evidence, 
that the Miſrepreſenter hath not ſo much as attempted to charge 
him with any one falſe Citation, nor to ſhew in any one parti- 
cular, that he has Miſrepreſented their Dodrines and Practices; 
but inſtcad of this, in his Redrons on the Anſwer (if the Re- 
fleter 
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fleter and Miſrepreſenter be the ſame perſon, as he owns 
himſelf to be ) he makes freſh complaints of Prote/fant Mire- 
preſenting Papifs ; which if it had been true, is no confutation 
of that Repreſentation which the Anſwerer had made of Popery ; 
The Queſtion then was, Whether the Church of Rome believes 
and praQtiſes, as the ay ky ſhe does, and proves by 
unqueſtionable Authorities that does. But this was too 
plainly proved, to be a Queſtion any longer, and therefore he 
rather choſe to debate that general Queſtion about the Rules of 
Repreſenting, and how we muſt know what is the Faith of 
the Church of Rome, and whether the Biſhop of Condow's Ex- 
poſition have nota ſufficient Authority given to it by the Pope 
and Cardinals, and Biſhops of France, and what the Authority 
of private Doors is, ''and the like ; but has nat in any one 
particular ſhewn wherein' the Anſwerer has 'Miſceprefented 
chem, that the Authorities he alledges are-not good, that hg 
has put any forced and tinnatural ſenſe upon the words of their 
Council, or Catechiſm, or Doors, or thar their Church has 
by any publick Ads contradifted what he!.charges, to. bp her. 
Doctrine or PraRice. This he has not done; 'and'therefore,wes, 
hare reaſon to believe this he could not do; and this is-r . 
enough to conclude , that the -Anlwer -contains: 'a --true, Re- 
preſentation of the Doctrines and Practices of the Church, of. 
Rome. ' me | $4427 Mrs ar of 

I did not think ſuch Refle&ions as theſe worth the parige af 
the Learned Anſweret; and therefore! undertook. £0, reply. tg 
them myſelf, and paryicularty examined every thihg he;had 
ſaid ; in return to this, che publiſhes another Anſwer, which he 
calls Papiſts Proteſt ing agaim#t Proteſtant Popery ; and I thought. it 
would come to bare Proteſt mg at laſt, for his Reaſon,and Argy- 
ment run very low before ; this I have now convitend,.and.} 
think have not ſuffered any thing to efcape without.an anſwer 
but that the Reader may the better underſtand what :a' formi- 
dable Adverſary this is, I ſhall briefly compare the Reply-with 
his Anſwer, and then leave him to judge of the ingenuity and 
honeſty of the Protefter. ' "9 ” 

In anſwer to his freſh complaint of Milrepreſenting, in my 
Reply I conſidered what it is to Milrepreſent, wiz. LORE 
(4 
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them with ſuch Dodtrines and Pra&ices as the Church of Rowe 
diſowns z and proved from his own Character of a Papi#t Milre- 
preſented, 'that we are no Milrepreſenters; for what he makes us 
chargethem with believingand doing, in the Charatter of a Papit# 
Miſrepreſented, that he owns and defends in the Charader of a 
Papitt Repreſented ; and the only difference in moſt Caſes be- 
eween theſe two Charaders is this, That in the Charater of a 
Papitt > x mo he = in all the ill things which Proteſtants 
fay of their Faith and Worſhip, and in the Chara&er of a Pa- 
pf __—_ he ſays all the good things he can of it ; but 
ehis I cold him does not belong to Repreſentation, but Diſpure, 
and therefore whatever guilt we charge their Dodtrines and 
PraRtices with, this is not to Milrepreſent, while we charge 
them with nothing but what is their Faith and Practice ; to Re- 
preſent in this lenſe is only to report matter of Fact ; and he 
who reports truly, cannot Miſrepreſent. If we charge them 
with any guilt, which they think they are not chargeable with, 

this becomes matter of Diſpute ; and it is not enough to con- 
fute ſuch a charge, to tell the World, that they do not believe 
ſo ill of their own Dodtrines and Practices as we Proteſtants do. 

By this Rule I examined the Us Seven particulars of his Cha- 
raFer, and carefully diſtinguiſhed between matters of Repre- 

ſentation and Diſpute, and all this he grants, and yet in his 

Anſwer falls a proteſting againſt Proteſtant Popery, as if we had 
made a new Religion for them ; whereas we only tell them 
what the faults.of their Religion is ; and this he calls Proteſtant 
Popery, "That is, the judgment of Proteftants concerning Po- 
pery ; and this he Proteſts againſt, which is a much caſier way 
than to confurte it. ; 

And now inſtead of defending his own Charatters, wherein 
he had charged 'us with Miſreprelenting Papis, and which I 
had proved, and he in effe& granted to be no Miſrepreſen- 
tation : he ſeeks about to find out ſome new Proteſtant Milre- 
preſenters, and fills up ſeveral Pages with Citations out of the 
Manual of Fobhn Archbiſhop of York, Mr. Surcliff,, and others. 
Now in the firſt place he ought to have ſhewn, chat the di- 
ſtin&tion between matters of Repreſentation and Diſpute, b 
which I an{wer'd his own "Ys witl not juſtitic _ 

2 Milre- 
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Miſrepreſenters alſo, as moſt certainly it will, and a hundred 
more if he can find chem ; but'he fays nor 'one word of this, 
but only cites their words, and calls it Mifrepreſenting. Bur 
beſides this, he has uſed very foul play to make Miſrepreſenters 
of them : The Archbiſhop only cranſcribes out of Popiſh Au- 
thors, and cites his Authorities; the Proteſter fers all down as 
the Archbiſhop's words , without leting his Reader know that 
Papiſts teach theſe things, and that the Archbiſhop only repeats 
them after them. But beſides concealing the _— Authorities 
to which they refer, he has taken another courſe with Mr. Sut- 
cliff, has ſet down only half Sentences, and concealed both the 
Authorities and the Reaſons he alledges for what he ſays, which 
is in a ſtrit and proper ſenſe to - + All that he 
anſwers to that diſtinction between repreſenting and diſputing, 
which he allows to be good, is this, That the common people 
do not diſtinguiſh theſe matrers, but look upon all to be equal- 
ly the Faith of Papiſts ; that is, if they hear any man call the 
Worſhip of Images Idolatry, they do as verily think that Papifts 
believe Idolatry lawful (as he ſays in his Charater) as that they 
worſhip Images,riſum teneatis ! and thus much for Repreſenting. 
The next Diſpute is about che Rule of Repreſenting. in 
his Introduction to A Papi Miſrepreſented, &c. he appeals to 
Dottrines and the Council of - Trent, and Catechiſm ad Parochos ; this the An- 
Ew o , (werer likes well, but rells him, 1, "That be ſhews no Autbority 
Roma Re. be hath to interpret that Rule in hu own ſenſe, again#t the Dottrine 
preſented,p.6. of many others as %ealows for their Church aq himſelf, as he does 
Ed. 2, m the Pope's Perſonal Infallibility, and' the Deprſorg Power, which 
he lays, are no Articles of Faith, though other zealous Papiſts 
ſay they are, and asks what Authority he has to declare the 
Rul'a Vii quar- ſence of the Council of "Trent, when the Pope has expreſly: forbidden 
ti ſuper con- all Prelates to do it, and reſerved it to the Spofalical See 2. 'The 


- rp) Conctl. Anſwerer tells him, That he leaves out, in the ſeveral particulars, 


an eſſential part of the Chavatter of a Papitt fince the Council 
of Trent, which w, that he doth mot only believe the Dottrine 
there defined, to be true, but to be neceſſary to Salvation, 
3+ That be never ſets down what it w , which makes any Do- 
Hrine to become a Dottrine of their Church. 4. That be makes wſe 
of the Authority of particular Divines, as delruering the ſenſe of 


their 


. 
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their Church, when there are ſo many of greater Authority a- 
gainft them : whereas, ot proceed by bis own Rule, the greater 
number x to carry it, , Thele were all very material Objetti- 
ons, and did deſerve to be conſidered ; bur as tor the three laſt ; 
he takes no notice of chem in his Reflections, and ſays very lit- 
tle to the firſt. 

The Anſwerer had asked, How the Coumcil of Trent comes 
ro be the Rule and Meaſure of Dottrine to any bere ( in England ) 
where it was never received ? (p. 4.) To this he anlwers in his 
Refle@ions, (p. 5.) That the Council of Trent « received bere, 
and all the Catholick World, as to all its Definitions of Faith. 
But I cold him in my Reply, (p. 51.) chat the meaning of char 
Queſtion was not, Whether it was owned by private Catholicks, 
but by what publick At of Church or State it had been received in 
England, as #t had been in other Catbolick Countries ; and this he 
= nothing to, and therefore might as well have let ic alone at 

rſt. 

I reinforced the Bull of Pop2 Pies 4th, againſt any private 
Man's interpreting the Counci] according to his own private 
Senſe ; ſhewed the Reaſon and Policy of it, and what a pre- 
ſumption it is for a private Man, when their Divines differ in 
their Opinions about any Doctrine, to call one Opinion Po- 
pery Repreſented, and the other Popery Miſrepreſented, as our 
Author has done in the Articles of the Pope's pzrional In- 
fallibility, and the Depoling Power, as it Bellarmin and 
Suarez mult not paſs for good Catholicks , but * for Mit- 
repreſenters, becauſe they do not believe in thele Points, 
as our Repreſenter does ? and this he takes no further no- 
tice of, 

But to prove that he has not interpreted the Council accor- 
ding to his own private Senſe, he appeals to the —_ of Con- 
dom's Expoſition, which is approved by che Pope himſelf, and Refleg. p. 7. 
therefore has the Authority of the See Apoſtolick. To this I an- 
ſwered, that Bellarmin's Controverſies had as great an Atteſta- 
tion from Pope Sixtws 5. as the Biſhop of Condom's trom this Reply, p. 44- 
preſent Pope ; to which he gives no Anſwer ; and I obſerved 
trom Canws, that the Pope's private Approbation is not the Au- 
thority of the See Apoſtolick, but only his Judgment, ex Cathe- 


dra; and to this he gives no anſwer, but ſhuttles a lictle abouc 
A 


Papiſts. Per. 
p. 25. 


ReficR. p. 8, 


Reply, þ. 47- 
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a private, malicious, and inconſiderate. udgment, which I have 
now anſwered, and makes a new Flouniſh about the ſeveral 
Tranſlations, and great approbation which has been [given 
to this Expoſition, which I have again ſaid ſomething to, tho' 
T necd not have faid any thing, had I before ſeen the Preface 
to the Anſwer to the Biſhop of Condom, and I gueſs our Author 
will never mention it more, and then what becomes of his Cha. 
raCters, 

He denied the m_ Perſonal Infallibility to be an Article of Faith 
becauſe not poſitruely determined by any General Council, In anſwer 
to which I cold him, that other Roman Divines did believe it an 
Article of Faich. That the Churches Infallibility was not deter- 
mined by any General Council, no more than che Pope's Infal- 
libility, and yet was owned by them as an Article of Faith ; 
that it there be any Infallibility in the Church, the Pope as the 
Supreme Paſtor, has the faireſt pretence to it. For Infallibili- 
ty ought in reaſon to accompany the greateſt and moſt abſolute 
Power ; and this he has paſſed over ſilently. 

Next comes the Depoſing Power, which has as evidently been 
declared in General Councils, as Tranſubſtantiation ; and how 
comes this to be no Article of Faith ? To this he anſwer, 
that it wants an Anathema, and that it is not decreed as 
a Dodtrinal point, but as a matter of Diſcipline and Govern- 
ment. 

This I examined at large irr my Reply, and he is much con- 
cerned at it, that T- put him out of his Repreſenting Humour 
by diſputing ; but he thought himſelf bound. in Civility to 
[oy ſomething to it , and truly he has been wonder ully 
Civil, as appears from what I have already ſaid in Anſwer to 
hi | 


im. 

The Anſwerer in his Introdution had proved the Depofing 
Do&rine on him, from two Sayirigs of hisown, Thar rhe Ordeys 
5m Supreme Paſtor are to be obeyed whether Iifallible or mit + and, 

t Popes hawe own'd the Depoſmg Dottrine, and atted acttrding 


, Fo #t ; and others are bound to obey their Orders, and conſt- 


Refi. p. 15,16, 
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uently to act when Popes ſhall require it, according to the 
ſing DoQrine ; To this he anſwers in his RefleRions, that 

he only made a compariſon berween Civil and Eccleſiaſtical 
Power, andthereforc it is as unjuſt from hence to inter, That all 
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the Orders of the Pope muſt be obey'd, as it would be to ſay, 
that Subjeats muſt obey their Princes in every thing they com- 
= _— - _ - bad : and hs [ _ him in my Re- 
y, 1 would acknowledge to be a good Anſwer, if be would grant ge | 
the Depoſing Doftrine eto a Sin. tthis I ſuppaſe he was Cher Os 0-9 
ling to do, and therefore we hear no more ot this matter, 
the next place in his Refle&ions he finds great faule with 
the Anſwerers way of proceeding, which I reduced to four 
Heads, 1. That the Anſwerer in ſome points owns the Dottrine Ibid. p. 58. 
(which he has Repreſented to be the Faith of « Roman-Catholick) 
to be the eſtabliſhed Belief of the Church of England. This I pro- 
ved not to be true, by a particular Examination of thoſe Intan 
ces he gave. 2. He charges the Anſwerer with appealing from Pag. 61. 
the Defemitions of their Councils, and Sence of their Church, to ſome 
eſſions found in old Maſi-Books, Rituals, &c. This I ſhewed 
alſo, that the Anſwerer has not done. 
3+ That be appeals from the Declarations of their Councils, and 
Sence of their Church, to ſome external Attion, as in caſe of Reſpect 
ſhewn to Images and Saints, upon which from our external Adoration 
you are willing to conclude ws guilty of Idolatry. Whereas he 
thinks we mult not judge of theſe Attions without reſpett to the In- Pag. 63. 
tention of the Church who command: them, and of the perſon who does 
them. 4; That he appeals from their Councils and Sence of their 
Church, to the Sentiments of their private Authors. Thele Obje- 
Qions I anſwered at large in my Reply, but he has returned Pag. 67. 
not one word to any of them, excepting the third, and how he 
has Anſwered that, you have already heard. 
This is the new way of anſwering Books A la-mode of Rome ; 
but the greateſt Wits can do no more than the Cauſe will bear, 
tho' a little prudence would teach men to ſay nothing in ſuch 
a Cauſe as will admit of no better a Defence. 
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